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Present  were: 
Members : 


Ex-officio: 
Guests: 


Pete  Ashen,  Bradley  Garretson,  Michael  Johnstone,  Peter  Kaldveer, 
Joe  Liteheiser,  Robert  Nason,  Frank  Portman,  Maurice  Power, 
Daniel  Shapiro,  Herman  Spaeth 

Tom  Jenkin,  Charles  Farrell,  Anto  Aghapekian,  Frank  Lew 
Frank  Moss,  David  Prowler,  Amit  Gosh,  Bernard  Cummings 


Members  Absent:  Jo  Crosby,  Karl  Guttman,  H.S.  (Pete)  Kellam,  Robert  Preece 

1.  5:30  PM  meeting  time  ok 

2.  Academy  of  Sciences  preferred  site. 

3.  Swearing  in  conducted  for  Messrs.  Ashen,  Garretson,  Johnstone,  Kaldveer, 
Liteheiser,  Nason,  Portman,  Power  and  Shapiro. 

4.  Board  of  Supervisors  hearing  at  Public  Works  committee  was  tabled  by 
Supervisor  Kopp,  Chair,  because  author  Supervisor  Britt  was  not  present  at  two 
scheduled  hearings. 

5.  Survey  report  by  Cummings  3^5  blocks  surveyed.  1 ,492  unreinforced  masonry, 
2,704  Type  3  buildings  identified.  90%  of  the  most , critical  areas  of  the  City 
have  been  surveyed  to  date. 

6.  Cummings  explained  status  of  EDP  program  and  data  sources;  list  of  seismic 
work  done  already  are  being  obtained  by  engineering  offices. 

7.  Power  discussed  Liquifaction  map.     Evaluation  is  necessary  before 
proceeding,  says  Kaldveer. 

8.  Geotechnical  data  is  more  refined  in  SF  than  in  LA 

9.  10%  demolitions  of  industrial  buildings  in  LA  to  date 

10.  SF  could  lose  3500  most  affordable  housing  units  if  LA  experience  is 
followed. 

11.  Mary  Comerio  report  on  DCP  study  of  socio-economic  impact  of  seismic 
reinforcement  on  housing  stock  is  presently  1/4  underway  reviewing  what 
other  jurisdictions  codes  &  standards  are. 

12.  1971  San  Fernando  quake  resulted  in  1976  UBC  change  of  shear  level  stds. 
Upgrade  of  state  owned  buildings  estimated  at  $800M. 

13.  Mary  Comerio  askd  for  a  life  safety  definition  -  acceptable  levels  of  risk. 
Tom  Wasser,  John  Wiggins  report  for  NSF;  Blue  Book;  ATC  -  Chapter  13  were 
recommended  by  Dan  Shapiro. 

14.  Non-structural  damage  can  be  severe,  e.g.  light  fixtures,  false  ceilings. 

15.  Liteheiser  reported  on  Historic  Buildings  Act  affect  on  Chinatown  earth- 
quake hazard  mitigation. 

Peter  Stromberg,  Seismic  Safety  Commission  staff  was  contacted  by 
Liteheiser. 

State  Historic  Bldg.  Code  (1979)  explained  by  Frank  Lew. 

1985  State  law  mandates  Building  Official  to  enforce  State  Historic 

Building  Code.  There  are  5  historic  districts  in  SF  plus  designated 

buildings. 

Appeal  is  to  the  State  Historic  Building  Code  Appeal  Board/Sec.  8-502  of 
SHBC  standards. 

Sec.  8-505  Seismic  Evaluation  required.     Standard  is  not  clear  Building 
Deptment  must  review  plans. 

NE  Waterfront,  Liberty  Hill  (22  &  Castro),  Jackson  Square,  Alamo  Square 
historic  districts  have  been  recognized  by  State  Historical  Commission. 
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Owner  of  a  historic  building  may  ask  local  building  official  to  use  State 
Historic  Building  Code. 

Are  Conservation  Districts  (5  in  SF)  included  in  State  Historic  Code?  Gosh 
to  check  with  Ken  Blackrrian  in  Santa  Rosa  and  someone  in  San  Diego. 
Amit  Gosh,  DCP  to  report  on  historic  buildings. 

SF  Landmarks  Board  must  advise  Planning  Commission  which  gives  approval 
25%  Investment  Tax  Credit  incentive  for  owner  to  restore  historic  buildings 
Architecturally  significant  buildings  need  Planning  Commission  ok  before 
remodeling. 

City  Attorney  should  be  asked  what  legal  significance  of  State  Historic 
Building  Code  in  SF.     Lew  to  check. 

16.  What  is  status  of  parapet  survey?  Enforcement? 

90%  have  been  surveyed.     2891  structures  of  which  2353  required  investiga- 
tion . 

66%  have  complied.     1362  comply  (plus  300  in  compliance  pending  engineer's 
report ) . 

17.  SBU45  report  by  Tom  Tobin.     No  locality  has  used  this  law. 

Governor  vetoed  bill  because  of  cost  not  because  he  is  opposed  to  seismic 
reinf or acment  of  existing  buildings. 

18.  Schwartz  report  on  model  ordinance.    No  code  requires  new  construction 
standards  for  seismic  reinforcement  in  existing  buildings.     Los  Angeles 
City,  Long  Beach,  Santa  Rosa,  Palo  Alto,  Morgan  Hill,  Huntington  Beach  have 
ordinances. 

19.  ICBO  has  proposed  adoption  in  Sept  1986  for  1988  UBC  a  Uniform  Code  for 
Building  Conservation  with  an  appendix  model  seismic  safety  requirements. 
It  is  similar  to  LA  and  SF.     Locality  has  to  adopt  specific  appendix  of  UEC 
to  be  enforceable. 

20.  Is  publicity  desirable  at  this  time  re  seismic  survey?    Press  has  mentioned 
the  committee  decided  publicity  is  not  needed  at  this  time. 

21.  Draft  ordinance.     Schwartz  model  ordinance  (which  were  distributed,  and  UBC 
appendix  should  be  reviewed  and  modified  for  SF  special  circumstances. 
Copies  of  the  appendix  will  be  mailed  out. 

There  is  a  State  Seismic  Safety  Commission  report  on  all  existing  codes. 
LA  code  has  incentive  to  demolish  a  building  by  allowing  same  square 
footage  in  new  construction  replacement.    This  should  be  remembered  in 
drafting  SF  ordinance. 

Next  meeting  on  March  10th,  5:30  PM  at  Trustees  Conference  Room,  Academy  of 
Science.    Meeting  to  focus  on  a  model  code  for  SF.    Please  contact  Bernie 
Cummings  at  558-2577  and  let  him  know  whether  or  not  you  will  be  able  to  attend. 
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Present: 

Members:     Michael  Johnstone,  H.  S.   (Pete)  Kellam,  Joe  Litehiser,  Jr., 

Robert  Nason,  Frank  Portman,  Maurice  S.  Power,  Daniel  Shapiro, 
Herman  Spaeth. 

Ex  Officio:  Philip  Day  (in  place  of  Thomas  Jenkin),  John  Droeco  (Fire  Dept.) 
Frank  Lew 

Guests:  Mary  Comerio,  Consultant,  DCP ;  Jeanne  Perkins,  A3AG; 

Jelena  Pantelic,  3AREP; 

Mel  Cammisa,  Electrical  Engineer 

Bernie  Cummings,  Ed  V/alsh,  BBI . 
Absent  Members:     Robert  Preece,  Jo  Crosby,  Peter  Kaldveer,  Bradley  Garretson, 

Karl  Guttman,'  Peter  Ashen 
Absent  Ex-Officio  Members:     Amit  Gosh,  DCP;  Norman  Karasiek,  City  Architect; 

Frank  Moss,  City  Engr. 

Meeting  called  to  order  by  Chairman  Liteheiser  at  5:45  PM. 

1.  Minutes  of  May  5,   1986  read  and  approved. 

2.  April  23,  1986  letter  to  City  Attorney  requesting  an  opinion  concerning  - 
a)  The  impact  of  State  Historic  3uilding  Code  on  local  seismic  building 
hazards  mitigation  ordinances,  b)  State  model  Seismic  Hazards  Reduction 
ordinance  and,  c)  SF  Downtown  Plan  Seismic  Mitigation  measures. 

3.  Vacancies  on  STHSAC?    Mr*  Cammisa^.  Electrical  Engineer,  is  being  proposed 
for  membership  by  the  Consulting  Engineers  Assocation  of  California.  Mr. 
Cammisa  is  present  tonight  to  observe  the  committee  before  deciding  whether  to 
accept  appointment.     The  San  Francisco  Real  Estate  Board  is  nominating  Lloyd 
Hanford,  Jr.,  a  Real  Estate  Financing  expert.     Mr.  Hanford  is  currently  on 
vacation. 

4.  BAYREP  -  Actual  costs  of  upgrading  existing  buildings  seismicaliy  is  being 
studied.     Mary  Comerio  Consultant  to  DCP  -  Study  of  sample  prototype  buildings 
on  seismic  rehab  costs  underway. 

5.  Field  Survey  Data  Report  reviewed  by  Cummings  and  discussed  by  the 
committee.     Certain  discrepancies  pointed  out  re  configuration,  sanborn  color 
and  sanborn  construction  type.     Merger  of  data  from  Assessor  tupe  and  field 
tape  has  not  been  done  yet.     Goal  for  merger  and  receipt  of  reports  is  June  33, 
1986.  . 

6.  Frank  Lew  introduced  Deputy  City  Attorney  Iloreen  Ambrose  who  is  representing 
the  City  in  a  law  suit  brought  by  San  Francisco  for  Reasonable  Growth  (SFRG) 
concerning  the  adequacy  of  the  seismic  element  of  the  EIR  of  the  Downtown 
Plan.     Lew  reviewed  the  mitigation  measures  in  the  plan,  questions  pertain Lng 
to  seismic  safety  and  answers  prepared  by  Lew  for  Don  Birrer.     This  material 
was  mailed  to  each  SIHSAC  member.     Ambrose  reviewed  background  of  EIR,  laws, 
and  proposed  conditions  for  settlement  by  SFRG.     SIHSAC  original  and  current 
Building  Code  mandate  reviewed  by  Litehiser. 

Question:     Survey  needed? 

Answer:     Seismic  survey  of  URM  has  been  done  and  apppears  adequate,  s.iy:;  Lew. 
Question:     Amend  Building  Code  to  restrict  use  and  occupancy  and  posting  of 
hazardous  buildings? 
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Answer:     Los  Angeles  published  list  of  URM  buildings  after  survey  and  before 
ordinance.    What  is  liability  of  city  for  posting  buildings?    Probably  none  if 
information  posted  is  wrong  (could  be  an  error).     A  computer  listing  of  seismic 
surveyed  buildings  would  be  public  record  if  given  to  SIHSAC.     Building  Code 
should  not  be  amended  to  restrict  use  by  posting  because  potential  harm  of 
displacement  out  weighs  benefit  of  posting.     Upgrading  buildings  seismically 
by  ordinance  should  be  goal  rather  than  posting  a  restricted  use.     Known  date 
for  immediate  disaster  is  not  known.     Listing  should  be  is  informational  to 
building  owners.     Ask  owner  by  letter  prior  to  publishing  a  list  whether  his 
building  has  been  misclassif ied ,  e.g.  URM  is  not  proper  identification.  !Jo 
liability  to  city  if  a  URM  building  is  missed,  says  Ambrose.     Put  disclaimer 
language  on  computer  list  -  Ambrose  to  draft. 

7.  Is  PHiD  meeting  on  Downtown  Plan  EIR  scheduled  for  June  17th  cancelled?  Lew 
to  check. 

8.  8/35  letter  from  Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  (1)  Eight  questions  - 
Cumrnings  to  poll  SIHSAC  members  for  comments.     (2)  Cummings  to  poll  SIHSAC 
members  to  give  Ambrose  position  of  SIHSAC  members  on  conditions  for  settlement 
of  SFRG  lawsuit  by  early  July.     Final  decision  whether  or  not  to  settle  will  be 
end  of  July.    Additional  funding  is  desirable.     SIHSAC  meetings  are  public 
meetings.     Discussion  of  SFRG  followed.     SFRG  is  primarily  an  antigrowth 
lobby.     Files  lawsuits  and  then  settles  them  to  fund  SFRG  political  activity. 
Shapiro  concludes  that  the  committee  SFRG  wants  already  exists  and  SIHSAC  is 
doing  the  tasks  mentioned..    SIHSAC  has  a  staff  already.  .  Funding  could  be  used 
for  outside  consultants  to  evaluate  non  URM  buildings.     SIHSAC  meetings  are 
open  to  SFRG  now.     Additional  category  of  members  may  be  needed  e.g.  social 
concerns  expert. 

Next  meeting  July  7th,  Monday,  5:45  pm,  Academy  of  Sciences  Trustees  Room, 
Golden  Gate  Park. 
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Present: 
Name 
Joe  Litehiser 
Maurice  Power 
Tom  Jenkin 
Frank  Portman, 
Pete  Ashen 
Daniel  Shapiro 
Jelena  Pantelic 


Marjorie  Greene 
John  Drocco 
Mary  Comerio 
Bob  Nason 

H.S.  (Pete)  Kellam 
Bob  Preece 


Affiliation 
Bechtel 

Geomatrix  Consultants 

S.F.  Office  of  Emergency  Services 

Frank  Portman  Co.,  Bldg.  Contractor 

American  Red  Cross 

SOHA  (SEAONO* 

Bay  Area  Regional  Earthquake  Preparedness 
Project  (BAREPP) 

it  it  ii  ii 

Bureau  of  Fire  Prevention 
U.C.  Berkeley 

Assn.  Engineering  Geologists 

SEAONC* 

SEAONC* 


*Structural  Engineers  Assoc.  Northern  California 


1.  Discussed  response  from  Deputy  City  Attorney  Melba  Yee  on  our  letter  dated 
April  30,   1986.    Dialogue  needed  with  City  Attorney  for  later  seismic  reinfor- 
cement ordinance  efforts.     Frank  Lew,  Superintendent,  BBI  to  follow  up  on  this. 

2.  Rules  Committee  to  hear  resolution  approving  SIHSAC  membership.     Lew  to 
follow  up  on  this. 

3.  Don  Chan  to  work  on  identified  problems  in  prelimary  ■  survey  ine  ig 
efforts.    To  be  reported  on  at  next  meeting. 

4.  Board  of  Supervisors  hearing  on  mitigation  measures  in  the  Downtown  Plan 
Environmental  Impact  Report  discussed.    Lew  and  Liteheiser  to  attend  hearing. 
Report  due  at  next  SIHSAC  meeting. 

Nest  meeting  Monday,  August  4,  1986  at  5:45  pm  in  the  Trustees  room  of  the 
Academy  of  Sciences. 
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Minutes  approved  as  amended  at  October  6,   1986  SIHSAC  Meeting. 
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MINUTES  SAN  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  UBRAPv 

Present: 

Members:      Mel  Caramisa,  Jo  Crosby,  Lloyd  D.  Hanford,  Jr.,  Peter  Kaldveer 
Joe  Litehiser,  Jr.,  Robert  Nason,  Frank  Portman,  Jr., 
Maurice  Power,  Herman  Spaeth 

Ex  Officio:     Amit  Ghosh,  City  Planning;  Thomas  Jenkin,  Office  Emergency  Svcs. 
Frank  Lew,  Supt.  BBI 
Guests:    Kit  V/ong,  U.C.  Berkeley;  Jeanne  Perkins,  ABAG;  Marjerie  Greene, 
BAREPP;  Noreen  Ambrose,  City  Attorney's  Office;  Marc  B.  Mihaly, 
Consultant  to  City  Attorney;  Wallace  B.  Cleland,  SFUSD, 
John  Elberling,  S.F.  for  Reasonable  Growth;  (SFRG)  Lt.  Walter 
Heath,  Fire  Prevention  Bureau;  Sue  Hestor,  S.F.  for  Reasonable 
Growth  (SFRG);  Donald  J.  Birrer,  Director,  DPW;  Donald  Chan,  Chief 
Housing  Inspector,  BBI;  Bernard  A.  Cummings,  Ass't.  Sup't.,  BBI 

Absent  Members:  Pete  Ashen,  Bradley  Garretson,  Karl  Guttman,  Michael  Johnstone 
H.S.   (Pete)  Kellam,  Robert  Preece,  Daniel  Shapiro 

Absent  Ex-Officio  Members:  Norman  Karasick,  Frank  Moss,  Joseph  Medina 

Meeting  called  to  order  by  Chairman  Litehiser  at  5:45  PM. 

Special  Item:     Donald  J.  Birrer,  Director,  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public 
Works  presented  certificates  to  members  of  the  SIHSAC  committee  present. 

1 .  Pi;:--*: 7  .•  of  the  August  meeting.  appxo.vjed,  .amended. 

ti,     ran*.  Portman  reported  on  meeting  ol  Supervisor  Silver  wno  qskcu  00  uc  put 
on  the  SIHSAC  mailing  list.     Supervisor  Silver  is  concerned  about  the  next 
amendments  to  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  to  bring  it  up  to  date  with  the 
1985  UBC.    Frank  Lew  reported  on  UBC  seismic  standards.    Little  difference 
between  1979  and  1985.     However  the  1988  UBC  standards  will  contain  substantial 
revisions  in  seismic  loads  section. 

3.  Joe  Litehiser  reported  on  SB547  which  became  law  July  2,  1986  requiring  all 
local  governments  to  identify  potentially  hazardous  unreinforced  masonry  (URM) 
buildings,  notify  owners,  and  prepare  a  program  for  mitigation  for  identified 
potentially  hazardous  buildings. 

4.  Cummings  reported  on  Board  of  Supervisors  action  on  seismic  hazard 
mitigation  measures  of  the  EIR  for  the  Downtown  Plan  (see  attachment  B  to  the 
8/4/86  Minutes).    Draft  resolutions  dealing  with  these  measures  have  been  sent 
by  the  full  Board  back  to  the  PH&D  committee.     Noreen  Ambrose,  Deputy  City 
Attorney,  reported  that  the  City  Attorney;  requested  that  the  resolutions  be 
sent  back  to  committee  pending  the  outcome  of  the  SFRG  lawsuit  on  the  EIR. 
SIHSAC  members  are  asked  to  submit  their  comments  on  these  resolutions  to  the 
Chairman  in  writing. 

5.  Cummings  and  Chan  reported  on  list  of  2,060  URM  buildings  identified  on  the 
seismic  survey  and  the  summary  statistical  report.     Joe  Litehiser  passed  out  a 
map  he  prepared  identifying  density  of  URM  per  block  by  previous  draft  survey 
count.    This  map  needs  to  be  updated.    The  San  Francisco  Presidio  should  be 
asked  for  data  on  their  URM  buildings.     Cummings  to  redo  "shape"  category  f| 
Sanborn  maps.     Jeanne  Perkins  to  provide  soils  data  for  survey.     Cummings  to 
report  in  detail  on  publically  owned  buildings,  Assessor's  code  "P". 
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6.  Iterim  report  to  Board  of  Supervisors  was  proposed  and  discussed  on  status 
of  survey  and  what  was  found.    Graphic  reporting  is  most  desirable.     Sources  of 
data  must  be  identified  including  limitations  on  the  reliability  of  these 
sources,  if  any. 

7.  Kit  Wong  reported  on  Mary  Comerio's  progress  (attached).    During  discussion 
it  was  noted  that  the  cost  of  upgrading  to  various  levels  of  reinforcing  a  URM 
building  in  Comerio's  study  uses  current  dollars.    How  much  safety  can  you  buy 
for  a  certan  amount  of  money.    Cost  estimates  are  very  uncertain.  Lloyd 
Hanford  said  that  option  of  replacement  housing  vs  rehabilitation  should  be 
reviewed  as  well. 

8.  Fire  and  earthquake  drills  progress  report  by  Herm  Spaeth,  who,  with  Peter 
Ashen,  Tom  Jenkin,  Lt.  Heath  met  and  agreed  that  both  these  drills  should  be 
consolidated  and  required  in  Fire  Code.    Only  educational  occupancies  are 
currently  required  to  have  earthquake  drills.     Evacuation  of  buildings  is 
desirable  in  fires  but  not  necessarily  so  in  earthquakes.    Los  Angeles  City  is 
also  concerned  with  this  issue.    Fire  Code  (1985  UFC)  has  been  submitted  to  the 
Fire  Commission  but  there  is  time  available  to  amend  the  Fire  Code  re  drills. 

Birrer  reported  that  Management  By  Objective  is  set  for  such  government 
duties  as  monitoring  fire  drills  in  privately  owned  buildings.    This  would  be 
the  method  for  accounting  for  performance  of  drills.     Building  Owners  and 
Managers  Assocation  and  Real  Estate  Management  Assoc.  should  be  invited  to 
participate  in  developing  such  a  code  amendment. 

9.  Negotiations  between  City  and  SFRG  re  Downtown  Plan  EIR  reported  as  still 

underway,  says  Marc  Mihaly.,..  Consultant  to  City  Attorney, 

10.  State  Historic  Building  Code  Commission  rulings  being  reviewed  Dy  oity 
Attorney  Melba  Yee,  reported  Cummings. 

Next  meeting  October  6,  Monday,  at  5:45  PM. 


8  September  1986 


TO:  SIHSAC  MEMBERS 
FROM:    MARY  COMERIO 

RE:    PROGRESS   REPORT  ON  SAN  FRANCISCO  PLANNING  DEPARTMENT  STUDY 
"The   Impact   of  a  Retroactive  Seismic  Upgrading  Ordinance  on 
Low   Income  Housing    in  San  Francisco" 

Based   on  BBI's  survey,    there  are  approximately   14, ©00  hotel 
rooms  and  8,  StZi'Zi  apartment   units   in  unreinf orced  masonry 
buildings.      These  represent   about   30%  of  the  £,074  total   URM' s 
(this  percentage   is  an  approximation  based  on  the  latest 
available  data).      Almost   all   of  these  buildings  are  in 
Chinatown,    the  Tenderloin,    and  the  Bush  Street  corridor, 
neighborhoods  that   house  the  city's   lowest    income  population. 

On  the  housing  side  of  the  question,    we  have  collected  jr  ^e(vJ^.A 

financial   data  on  approximately  50  buildings.      the  data 
includes  ^^yjsj^^^gei^j^ejn^^per   unit,    total    gross   income,  operating 
expenses,    debt   service,    and   before  tax  cash   flow.      With  cost 
estimates   from  the  engineering  study,    we  will    use  this  data  to 
evaluate  the   financial    impact   on  owners  and  tenants. 

We  are  still   working  with  this  as  raw  data,    but  some 
generalisations  can   be  made:      Rents   in  Chinatown  are  about 
$1'?0    lows*3  than   in  the  Tenderloin.      Owners  are  able  to 
maintain  a   positive  cash   flow  because  they  have  either  good 
commercial   tenants,    or  very   low  debt-service,    or   both.  Some 
average  rent   data   is  attached. 

On  the  engineering  side,    we  selected  and  documented  five 
prototype  residential    buildings.      To  do  the  seismic  design 
analysis,    we  hired   five  of  the  most   respected   and  qualified 
structural   engineers.      Ther  were  selected   based   on  their 
experinece  and  their  divergence  of  opinion  on  upgrading 
methods.      They  were   given  drawings  and   a  technical  information 
packet,    along   with   a  design  example,    in   preparation   for  an  all 
day  workshhop  on  July   1.     (   A  copy  of  the   information  packet 
was  given  to  Bernie  Cumrnings  for  distribution.  ) 

Because  we  were  working  jointly  with  Henry  Lagorio's  U.S.- 
China  Research   Project,    we  were  able  to   bring  numerous 
additional    participants   into  the   process,    such   as  architects, 
cost   estimators,    and   visiting   Chinese  engineers.    During  the 
course  of  the  meeting  we  discussed   the   kinds  of  engineering 
assumptions   brought    to  the  calculations  and   then   produced  a 
number  of  conceptual   design  solutions. 
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We  found   that   solutions  for   levels   1   and   £  wertj  not  radically 
different    [where   for   level    1,    the  sheer  factor,    v"=.  1UI  (max) 
and    level   £,    V=. 133W    (max) 3,    and    in  quick  calculations,  Lee 
Saylor   found   all    of  them   in  the  $£7   per  square   foot  range. 
Architectural   and   cosmetic  work  could   easily  add   another  $£0-+- 
per  square   foot    to  the   upgraading  cost. 

This    led   to  a  discussion  of  what   could   reasonably   be  done  to 
insure  safety   in  res  i  dent  i  a  1  bu  i  1  d  i  rigs,    recognizing   that  tne 
cost    factor  was  an   issue  to  be  reconed  with.      fill  the 
engineers  agreed   that    bolting   floors  and   walls   was   a  first 
priority,    followed    by   bracing   at   the   first    floor   for  large 
openings,    then   floor  and   roof  diaphrams,    and    finally  the 
addition  of  sheer  walls. 

The  engineering   designs   were  completed   after   the   meeting  and 
we  are  just    getting   data  back   from   the  cost    estiomators.  These 
figures     will    be   used   to   plug    into   the   housing    proformas  in 
order  to  evaluate  the   financial    impact   of  various   methods  of 
upgrading   on   landlords  and  tenants. 

For  comparion,    I    have   been  collecting   data   from  the  City  of 
Los  Angeles.      The   city  has   participated    in  the   funding  of 
renovations  on    1  SfliZi  SRO   units  and   their  costs   are  as  follows: 

Cost    per   Room  Upgrading  Completed 

$1,000  anchor  bolts  only 

'£3-4,000  basic  seismic- 

no  cosmet i cs 

$10, 000  basic  seismic  with 

fire     code  and   cosmetic  upgrade 

This  translates  into  rent  passthroughs  (allowed  by  the  current 
rent  stabilization  ordinance  as  capital  improvements  costs)  as 
f o 1 1 ows : 

Per  Unit   Cost  Monthly   Rent  Increases 

(based   on  5  yr  amortization) 


$1,000 

$££. ££ 

£.  000 

44.  45 

3,  000 

66.  67 

4,  000 

88.  89 

5,  000 

111.  1£ 

6,  000 

133. 34 

7,  000 

155. 56 

8,  000 

177. 78 

Los  Angeles    is  now  considering   a  change   in  their  seismic 
safety  ordinance   to  deal    with   the   problem  of   upgrading  45,000 


residential    units   in  downtown  areas  where  the  market   will,  not 
bear  such   rent    increases,    and   demolition  of   large  numbers  of 
buildings   is   feared.      The  city's   Rent   Stabilization  Division 
is  currently  meeting  with   landlord  and  tenant   groups  and  is 
working   with  Building  and  Safety  and  the  City  Council   on  the 
i  ssue. 

We  hope  that   our  report   will    be  ready   by  December  1986. 
Chapters  will    include:      a  comparison  of  existing  codes  and 
upgrading   techniques?    a  review  of  the   literature  on  life 
safety  and   risk;    statistics  on  housing    in  URM  buildings    in  San 
Francisco    (based   on  the  BBI    survey  and   available  city  data); 
engineering   and   cost   case  studies;    financial    prototypes  for 
buildings    in  Chinatown,    the  Tenderloin,    and   the  Bush  Street 
corridor;    an  evaluation  of  the   impact   of  a  seismic  ordinance 
on  housing;    and    policy  recoriimednat  ions.      Pi  summary  of  the  July 
1   conference  will    be   published   seperately  as  a  technical 
appendix.    The  housing   and    financial   data  will   also  be 
published    in  a  seperate  technical  appendix. 
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MINUTES 

Present : 

Members:  Pete  Ashen,  Mel  Canmisa,  Karl  Guttman,  Peter  Kalaveer, 

Joe  Litehiser,  Robert  Nason,  Frank  Portman,  Maurice  Power, 
Daniel  Shapiro,  Herman  Spaeth 
Ex  Officio:  An it  Ghosh,  City  Planning;  Frank  Moss,  Dep.  Director,  DPW; 

Thomas  Jenkin,  Director  of  Emergency  Services,  Frank  Lew,  Super- 
intendent, BBI. 

Guests:  Mary  Comerio,  UC  Berkeley;  Richard  J.  Evans,  Director  of  Public- 
Works;  Wallace  B.  Cleland,  SFUSD;  David  Prowler,  Chinatown  Resource 
Center,  Marjorie  Greene,  BAREPP;  Jelena  Pantelic,  BAREPP; 
Donald  Chan,  Assistant  Superintendent,  BBI 

Absent  Members:  Jo  Crosby,  Bradley  Garretson,  Lloyd  D.  Hanford,  Michael 
Johnstone,  H.S.(Pete)  Kellam,  Robert  Preece. 

Absent  Ex-Officio  Members:  Norman  Karasick,  Joseph  Medina 

Meeting  called  to  order  by  Chairman  Litehiser  at  5:^5  PM. 

1.  Minutes  of  January  7,   1937  meeting  approved  as  amended. 

2.  Frank  Moss  introduced  Richard  J.  Evans  as  the  new  Director  of  Public  Works 
and  Clean  Water  Program.     Mr.  Evans  said  that  the  subject  of  a  UMB  ordinance 
had  come  up  at  the  last  Mayor's  staff  meeting.     Mr.  Nothenberg,  at  that 
meeting,  had  expressed  concern  about  the  impact  of  the  upcoming  SIH3AC  summary 
report.     Mr.  Evans  impressed  upon  SIHSAC  members  that  what  we  and  the  city  do 
from  here  on  will  be  very  serious  and  will  have  a  long  term  impact.     He  offered 
to  SIHSAC  whatever  help  DPW  can  provide  and  indicated  that  his  office  would 
always  be  available  to  answer  questions. 

3.  Joe  Litehiser  -  Chairman's  Report 

a)  Various  correspondence:     Mr.  Russell  Fudge,  President  of  SEAONC 
(Structural  Engineers  Assocation  of  Northern  California)  in  response  to 
SIHSAC's  invitation,  has  expressed  a  willingness  on  behalf  of  SEAONC  to  help 
with  the  drafting  of  a  UMB  ordinance  for  San  Francisco.     He  would  like  SEAONC 's 
role  to  be  clearly  defined,  and  to  be  involved  personally  with  the  definition 
process. 

A  letter  has  been  written  to  Mr.  Peter  Yanev  (author  of  Peace  of  Mind  in 
Earthquake  Country)  asking  for  any  additional  information  he  has  about  behavior 
of  UMB's  at  the  Olive  View  Hospital  complex  during  the  1971  San  Fernando 
earthquake.    He  has  not  yet  replied. 

Richard  Evans,  Director  of  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW),  has  notified 
SIHSAC  by  letter  that  the  City  has  budgeted  money  for  fiscal  1936-87  for  the 
City  Architect  to  prioritize  and  conduct  structural  services  of  City-owned 
UMB's.     Additional  structural  seismic  survey  funds  have  been  requested  by  the 
Capital  Improvement  Advisory  Committee  (Calvin  Malone)  In  the  '87-'8o  budge. 
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b)  In  view  of  the  many  important  reevaluations  of  the  effects  of  the  1906 
Great  San  Francisco  Earthquake  being  made  on  the  basis  of  work  of  "San 
Francisco  Earthquake  Research  Project",  Mr.  Richard  Hansen  will  be  invited  to 
the  March  SIHSAC  meeting  to  summarize  recent  project  findings. 

•   c)  A  review  of  the  status  of  SIHSAC ' s  Summary  Report  on  City  UMB's  was 
presented.     At  the  January  7,  1987  SIHSAC  meeting  BDI  had  completed  the  last 
two  figures  for  the  Summary  Report  and  the  only  remaining  question  was  whether 
to  include  a  list  by  street  address,  of  all  UMB's  as  an  appendix  to  the  report. 
This  question  was  superseded  when  Mr.  Frank  Moss,  Deputy  Director  of  DPW, 
relayed  the  information  that  Mr.  Rudolf  Mothenberg,  the  new  City  Chief 
Administrative  Officer  (CAO),  had  suggested  to  DPV.r  that  it  mail  a  letter  to 
each  UMB  owner  for  any  additional  information.     It  was  therefore  decided  that 
the  Summary  Report  should  be  sent  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  without  the 
appendix,  that  SIHSAC  would  offer  advice  on  the  content  of  any  letter  to  the 
UMB  owners,  that  DPW  would  mail  the  letter  and  ask  owners  for  their  information 
within  30  days,  and  that  the  CAO  would  review  wording  in  the  Summary  Report 
noting  that  the  mailing  had  occurred. 

By  January  16,  Frank  Moss  relayed  to  Joe  Litehiser  that  the  CAC  wanted  the 
whole  Summary  Report  held  until  UMB  owners  have  had  a  chance  to  respond.  It 
was  agreed  that  Mr.  Mothenberg  and  Mr.  Litehiser  should  meet  to  discuss  this 
as  soon  as  possible. 

On  January  19,  the  draft  DPW  letter  to  owners  was  reviewed  by  SIHSAC  members 
Litehiser,  Preece,  and  Shapiro  (L.  Hanford,  who  had  expressed  an  interest  in 
the  letter,  was  not  available  until  the  next  afternoon).     Comments  were 
forwarded  to  Mr.  Cummings  of  BBI  by  telephone. 

On  January  21   a  meeting  was  held  at  Mr.  Nothenberg's  office  between  the  CAO, 
Mr.,  Moss,  Mr.  Frank  Lew  (BBI  Superintendent),  and  SIHSAC  members  J.  Litehiser 
and  D.  Shapiro.     Concerns  and  goals  were  expressed  all  around.     The  final  form 
of  the  letter  to  owners  was  reviewed  and  agreed  on.     This  letter  was  to  be 
mailed  to  all  UMB  owners  within  one  week  and  an  additional  two  weeks  allowed 
for  owners  to  respond  if  they  wished.     If  only  a  few  UMB  owners  responded,  BBI 
inspectors  could  check  the  information  provided  and  modify  the  UMB  list  ls 
appropriate-.     If  too  many  owners  responded  to  allow  this  procedure,  an  extra 
column  would  be  added  to  the  UMB  list  indicating  the  fact  and  general  nature  of 
owner  response.     This  modified  list  would  then  be  added  as  an  appendix  to 
SIHSAC 's  Summary  Report.     The  report  should,  therefore,  be  ready  for  release  in 
about  four  weeks. 

Other  topics  mentioned  at  this  meeting  were:     Public  UMB's  on  the  List, 
SIHSAC 1 s  role  in  the  drafting  of  the  UMB  Ordinance,  and  whether  EIR  would  be 
necessary  and  by  whom  would  it  be  done?    These  topics  were  not  resolved  at  the 
January  21  meeting. 
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4 .  fir.  Don  Chan  of  BBI  reported  on  the  interim  responses  received  so  far  by  BBI 
from  UMB  owners.     Of  the  114  responses,  29  stated  that  their  structure  was  not 
a  UMB  (generally  without  backup  information),  52  stated  that  their  structure 
was  a  UMB  but  that  it  had  been  strengthened  (again,  generally  without 
supporting  information),  9  said  that  only  parapet  work  had  been  done,  13  either 
confirmed  that  their  structure  was  a  UMB  or  were  unsure,  and  one  owner  stated 
that  his  structure  had  since  been  torn  down.     Receipt  of  owner  responses 
continues. 

5.  In  discussion  of  a  possible  UflB  ordinance  EIR,  Mr.  Amit  Ghosh  of  City 
Planning  said  that  an  environmental  evaluation  will  be  required  but  whether 
that  includes  a  full  EIR  will  depend  on  the  form  and  content  of  the  ordinance. 
Such  an  EIR,  if  required,  will  take  about  one  year  to  write,  depending  on 
extent  of  public  comments. 

6.  Dr.  Mary  Comerio  of  U.C.  Berkeley's  Department  of  Architecture  presented 
summary  findings  from  her  report  being  prepared  under  contract  to  City  Planning. 
The  draft  report  has  been  presented  to  CP  and  should  be  ready  for  release  very 
soon.     It  is  650  pages  long. 

Principal  findings  are: 

a)  To  a  large  extent,  UMB's  and  low  income  housing  in  San  Francisco  go  banc 
in  hand.     50%  in  Chinatown  and  40£  in  the  Tenderloin  of  housing  is  in  UME's. 
In  all  the  City  there  are  about  770  residential  UMB's  with  20,000  to  25,000 
dwelling  units  of  predominately  low  income  housing.     The  great  majority  of 
these  buildings  are  rectangular  and  are  3  to  4  stories  high. 

b)  The  cost  of  seismic  retrofit  will  depend  critically  on  the  level  of  the 
retrofit.     Several  different  levels  were  considered. 

i)  simply  bolting  walls  to  floors  and  roofs  -  $6.00/sq.  ft.    This  is  less 
.  than  the  postulated  minimum  acceptable  effort. 

ii)  bolting  as  above  but  with  some  additional  shear  bracing  -  about 
$10.00/sq.  ft..     This  is  proposed  as  the  minimum  acceptable  level  of 
retrofit. 

iii)  retrofit  to  the  level  of  Los  Angeles'  Division  88  requirements  - 
$16.00  to  $25.00/  sq.  ft. 

iv)  retrofit  to  meet  current  full  code  compliance  -  $38.00  to  $40.00/sq. 
ft. 

c)  These  costs  are  for  the  seismic  portion  of  the  work  only.     In  Los 
Angeles,  other  code  updgrades  (fire)  are  being  performed  at  the  sane  time. 
This  plus  cosmetic  work  is  running  about  an  additional  $8000/unit.     Lend in | 
institutions  (who  want  increased  economic  values}  have  been  reluctant  to  grant 
loans  without  some  cosmetic  work. 

d)  It  is  estimated  that  every  $1000  in  seismic  or  concurrent  retrofit,  it 
passed  through  to  the  unit  renters,  will  cause  a  rent  increase  of  $■  1  i . 0 0  per 
month.  For  the  levels  of  retrofit  envisioned  as  most  likely  in  the  DP  study 
($5,000  to  $12 ,000/unit)  rent  increrase  could  be  as  much  as  about  $65. 00 
$156.00/uriit  per  month.     These  numbers  should  be  compared  with  average  '8o 
rents  of  $150.00/unit  in  Chinatown,  $250.00/unit  in  the  Tenderloin,  and  $450.00 
per  unit  along  the  Bush  Street  corridor. 
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e)  The  financial  makeup  of  ownership  in  these  areas  is  one  of  positive  cash 
flow  for  Chinatown  (where  most  property  has  a  low  debt  because  of  long  term 
ownership)  and  one  of  marginal  before  tax  cash  flow  for  the  Tenderloin  and  3ush 
St.  corridor  (because  of  rapid  turnover  of  ownership  and  consequent  high 
current  debt ) . 

f)  The  CP  report  recommends  that  the  UME  ordinance  be  comprehensive  and  be 
drafted  using  the  talents  of  the  Rent  Stabilization  Board,  the  Mayor's  Office 
of  Housing  and  Economic  Development,  the  City  Attorney's  office,  and  the 
Housing  Relocation  Program. 

7.  A  brief  report  was  given  by  Maurice  Power  on  updating  the  geotechnieal  part 
of  the  Blume  report.     A  SIHSAC  subcommittee  is  being  formed  under  Mr.  Power's 
guidance  to  look  into  this. 

8.  The  next  SIHSAC  meeting  will  be  Monday,  March  2,  at  5:^5  PM  in  the  Goethe 
Room  of  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences. 

9.  A  report  from  Herman  Spaeth  is  attached. 


Herman  H.  Spaeth,  P.E. 


Fire  Safety  Consultation 

135  Montura  Way 
Novato,  California  94947 
415/883-4392 


Joe  Li tehiser , Jr ., Chairman  S.F.SISAC      February  3.19B7 
Dear  Joe: 

Monday's  meeting,   E/E/87  was  exceedingly  interesting,  one 
of  the  best.    In  the  interest  of  time  I  decided  not  to  make 
a  committee  report  under  continuing  old  business.  The 
Following  is  a  brief  report  of  our  committee  to  be  attached 
to  the  2/E  minutes. 

The  Committee,   Tom  Jenkins  and  Pete  Ashen  met  on 
Tuesday , 1/E0 .   In  our  review  of  various  ordinances,  rules 
and  regulations  concerning  earthquake  safety  procedures, 
we  became  aware  that  all  suggest  and  refer  to  an  earthquake 
drill.  Unfortunately  no  published    earthquake  drill 
regulations  are  available.   Ue  gave  some  thought  of 
providing  a  written  set  of  rules  covering  earthquake  drill 
procedure.  We  became  aware  that  definitive  rules  would  be 
difficult  and  undoubtedly  create  more  confusion  than  it 
would  be  worth,   fit  a  previous  SISAC  meeting  we  were 
informed  that  Chief  Condon  suggested  that  earthquake  drills 
be  conducted  in  conjunction  with  the  required  fire  drills. 
This  sounds  good,   on  paper,   but  the  operaticn  can  be 
compared  to  apples  and  oranges.   In  the  event  of  a  fire, 
generally  speaking,   sufficient  time  is  available  for 
building  occupants  to  relocate  to  their  prescribed  safe 
refuge  area.  This  ideal  scenario  is  simply  not  available  in 
the  event  of  an  instantaneous  seismic  shock.  Uninformed 
occupants  will  be  shocked  into  either  inmobility  or  worse, 
panic.  The  informed  will,   presumably,  find  protection  under 
a  nearby  desk  or  door  frame.  Uie  agreed  that  it  will  be 
necessary  to  work  closely  with  responsible  parties  of  the 
Fire  Dept  in  order  to  develop  a  workable  and  enforceable 
preparedness  plan. 

Tom  Jenkins  made  arrangements  for  me  to  meet  and  speak  to 
the  new  Chief  of  the  Fire  Department,   Chief  Edward  J. 
Phipps.    It  was  agreed  and  recommended  that  our  committee 
will  work  closely  with  the  Fire  Dept.  A  liason  will  be 
assigned  to  our  committee  and  will  attend  specific  SI5AC 
meetings. 

Before  leaving,   Tom  mentioned  that  the  new  San  Francisco 
Fire  Code  had  been  adopted,   as  is,   without  the  current 
recommended  and  improved  revisions.  Chief  Phipps  concurred 
but  hastened  to  say,   that  during  the  next  six  months 
significant,    important  revisions  can  and  will  be  made. 
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SEISMIC  INVESTIGATION  &  HAZARDS  SURVEY  ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE  (SIHSAC) 

Monday,  July  6,  1987 


Location 
Goeth  Room 
Academy  of  Sciences 

Time:  5:45  P.M. 

AGENDA 

1.  Revision/approval  of  May  4  minutes 

2.  DPW-BBI  Report 

3.  Report  from  nominating  committee  (Kellam) 

4.  Report  from  CAC  Activity  (Shapiro) 

5.  Report  on  State  Assembly  hearings  on  June  5  (Shapiro) 

6.  SEAONC  Activity  (Shapiro) 

7.  Geo-technical  activity  (Power) 

8.  Sub-committee  report  from  H.  Spaeth 

9.  SPUR  meeting  report  (Portman) 
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Adjournment    7:45  P.M. 


(415)  558-6220 


450  McAllister  Street 


S.*n  Franrurn  Q.1  1  O  9 


DOCUMENTS 

SEISMIC  INVESTIGATIONS  AND  HAZARDS  SURVEY  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 
MINUTES  of  6  July  1987  meeting 

/  HURUC  l-IBRARV 

Members      :  Joe  Litehiser,  Pete  Ashen,  Mel  Cammisa,  Jo  Crosby,  Pete  Kaldveer 
Bob  Nason,  Frank  Portman,  Mory  Power,  Dan  Shapiro,  Herm  Spaeth 


Ex-Officio:  Lew,  Cleland,  Jenkin,  Jovick 


Guests        :  Don  Chan,  Bob  Brageau,  Majorie  Greene,  Joseph  Koonin 


1 .  The  4  May  meeting  minutes  were  approved  without  revisions. 

2.  Frank  Lew  announced  that  he  is  now  in  charge  of  a  newly  formed  Special 
Projects  Unit  within  DPW.    One  of  the  Unit's  responsibilities  is  to 
provide  staff  support  for  development  for  seismic  hazards  reduction 
programs  for  privately  owned  buildings.    He  will  function  as  secretary 
to  the  Committee. 

Lew  announced  that  members  who  attend  the  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 
meeting  on  7  July  will  not  be  paid  for  a  meeting  since  all  other  CAC 
members  serve  without  pay. 

Joe  Litehiser  had  asked  Don  Chan  to  check  into  whether  there  are  UMBs 
on  Bay  Street  which  are  not  shown  on  the  UMB  list.    This  question  was 
raised  at  two  previous  meetngs.    Don  reported  that  his  check  did  not 
turn  up  any  UMB  buildings  on  Bay  Street. 

Joe  also  had  given  Don  a  list  of  addresses  that  may  belong  on  the  UMB 
list.    Don  checked  and  found  that  all  of  the  buildings  were  already 
listed  under  other  addresses,  that  many  owners  do  not  use  the 
'official'  address  shown  on  the  Assessor's  records. 

Nason  said  Los  Angeles'  list  did  not  include  single  family  dwellings, 
and  asked  if  the  S.F.  list  does.    Chan  said  it  does,  and  there  a  few. 

3.  The  nominating  committee  (Kellam,  Nason,  Lew)  presented  Dan  Shapiro  as 
the  candidate  for  Vice  Chairman  until  the  end  of  this  year,  and  for 
automatic  elevation  to  Chairman  for  calendar  year  1988.    He  was  elected 
by  unanimous  voice  vote  of  the  members  present. 

4.  Dan  Shapiro  reported  on  the  first  meeting  of  the  Citizens  Advisory 
Committee  on  UMBs  (CAC),  held  on   1  June.    The  meeting  went  well.  Rudy 
Nothenburg  clarified  the  role  of  CAC  as  one  providing  advice  to  the 
Mayor's  Task  Force  (TF)  on  the  development  of  UMB  hazards  abatement 
ordinances  and  programs,  and  critique  of  TF  generated  proposals.  The 
size  of  the  CAC  and  the  diversity  of  the  membership  makes  this  advisory 
role  the  most  appropriate  one  to  balance  the  need  for  public 
participation  and  the  need  for  making  progress  on  the  issues. 

Nothenburg 's  remarks  to  the  CAC  contained  advise  to  go  slowly  and  do  a 
thorough  evaluation  of  all  factors.  Dan,  however,  felt  the  CAC  should 
proceed  'with  dispatch',  and  after  some  discussion,  Nothenburg  agreed. 
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Dan  was  unsure  of  how  much  the  TF  should  do  before  involving  the  CAC, 
and  expressed  concerns  over  a  possible  rapid  drop-off  in  CAC  member 
interest.     The  'zealots'  will  keep  coming,  but  many  members  don't  have 
a  consuming  interest  or  agenda  on  seismic  issues.    Dan  was  concerned 
that  a  cohesive  working  group  may  not  materialize.    Joe  Koonin  agreed 
with  this  assessment.    He  observed  that  most  CAC  members  represent 
groups  having  focus  on  non-technical  issues.     To  the  extent  the  early 
deliberations  may  focus  on  absolute  minimum  safety  requirements  for 
building,   i.e.  technical  issues,  the  interest  levels  of  many  CAC 
members  may  be  difficult  to  maintain. 

Pete  Ashen  felt  the  'human  element'  must  have  the  greatest  focus 
possible.    Perhaps  a  phased  program  to  minimize  the  amount  of 
relocation  required  at  any  given  time,  and  some  City-coordinated 
temporary  housing  for  tenants  while  the  rehab  work  is  being  performed. 
He  emphasized  that  we  must  avoid  the  L.A.  experience  of  displaced 
tenants  marching  on  City  Hall.    He  asked  if  the  time  to  rehab  a 
building  would  exceed  6  months.    Shapiro  replied  that  it  depends  on 
the  building,  but  in  most  cases  the  time  could  be  less  than  that. 

Litehiser  observed  that  the  TF  minutes  may  be  of  interest  to  SIHSAC 
members,  and  will  have  copies  made  and  distributed  in  the  future. 

Joe  also  observed  that  SIHSAC  does  not  have  to  be  in  a  'reactionary 
mode'.    The  Committee  has  a  head  start  over  other  CAC  members,  has 
another  forum  (and  hence  more  time)  for  deliberations,  and  also  has  a 
separate  mandate  to  advise  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

5.      Dan  Shapiro  reported  on  the  5  June  State  Assembly  hearing  on  seismic 
safety  held  in  San  Francisco.    The  many  speakers  included 
representatives  from  the  city  of  Los  Angeles,  the  Seismic  Safety 
Commission  BAREPP,  the  insurance  industry,  affordable  housing  advocacy 
groups,  and  the  City.    Rudy  Nothenburg  lead  the  City  effort  with  a 
review  of  the  social  and  economic  problems  that  are  inevitably 
generated  by  any  seismic  hazards  abatement  program,  and  made  the  case 
that  the  State  has  a  role  to  play  in  solving  these  problems.  Dan 
talked  about  the  history  and  function  of  SIHSAC,  and  its  recent  efforts 
on  the  UMB  survey.    Frank  Lew  spoke  on  the  City's  various  efforts  to 
reduce  seismic  hazards,  such  as  the  UMB  survey,  the  Parapet  Program, 
and  Section  104.F  of  the  Building  Code  requiring  seismic  upgrades  for 
buildings  being  altered  or  changed  in  use.     Bob  Nason  gave  his  opinion 
that  'Brick  masonry  performs  well  in  earthquakes,  but  hollow  masonry 
performs  poorly'. 

Other  interesting  and  impressive  testimony  were  given  by  Tom  Tobin 
(SSC),  and  Earl  Schwartz  and  Barbara  Zimand  (LA).     It  was  surprising 
how  differently  Schwartz  and  Zimand  viewed  the  status  and  problems  of 
the  LA  program.    Dan  surmised  that  perhaps  Schwartz  is  looking  backward 
at  the  progress  of  the  program  to  date,  while  Zimand  is  looking  at  the 
current  and  prospective  problems  for  housing-use  buildings  which  are 
just  now  being  confronted  with  compliance  deadlines. 
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There  was  also  testimony  that  engineers  and  architects  are 
knowledgeable  in  seismic  design  because  the  licensing  examinations  test 
on  this  subject,  and  architecture  and  engineering  students  must  take 
courses  covering  seismic  design.    Therefore,  efforts  to  improve  seismic 
safety  should  focus  on  enforcing  the  laws  better  on  professionals  who 
should  know  better,  and  not  on  trying  to  create  new  abatement  programs. 

It  was  unfortunate  that  the  diversity  of  subjects,  views  and  agendas  of 
the  speakers  gave  the  meeting  an  unfocused  quality,  and  we  really  are 
not  sure  what  impressions  the  assemblymen  went  away  with.  (Frank 
reported  that  Joan  Lubamersky  of  Nothenburg's  office  will  be  contacting 
Mary  McMillian  of  Willie  Brown's  office  shortly  to  set  up  a  meeting  in 
Sacramento  to  discuss  possible  specific  efforts.) 

6 .  Dan  reported  that  SEAONC  has  formed  a  committee  on  UMBs  in  San 
Francisco  to  help  develop  an  ordinance  and  to  provide  resources  and 
critiques  to  others  involved  in  this  effort.    SEAONC  was  a  little 
reluctant  to  get  involved  in  SF  codes  again  after  experiencing  the 
controversy  and  disappointment  from  their  last  efforts  to  improve  the 
1984  Building  Code  seismic  design  requirements.    Frank  was  able  to 
convince  them  that  SEAONC  has  an  important  role  to  play,  and  they  will 
be  able  to  use  SIHSAC  and  other  resources  to  help  in  their  work.  Sol 
Cooper  is  the  committee  chair,  and  is  a  good  choice  in  that  he  is  known 
as  an  engineer  with  a  social  conscience,  and  thus  won't  slight  that 
angle,  but  also  has  a  reputation  as  a  good  engineer.    Frank  will 
contact  Cooper  in  the  near  future  to  discuss  the  committee's  work. 

7.  Mory  Power  reported  that  the  Geotechnical  Subcommittee  has  held  two 
meetings  to  discuss  two  significant  questions.    Should  geotechnical 
factors  be  incorporated  into  an  UMB  ordinance  (i.e.  provide  for 
different  upgrade  levels  based  in  part  on  soil  profiles)?    If  the 
answer  is  no,  should  the  ordinance  establish  priorities  for  abatement 
based  in  part  on  the  soil  profiles  underlying  buildings?    Mory  noted 
that  many  UMBs  are  on  allluvium  and  sand,  which  are  relatively  firm 
materials.    Only  a  small  number  are  on  fill  over  Bay  Mud,  which  is 
characterized  by  ABAG  as  a  high  risk  category  (Jeanne  Perkins  of  ABAC 
also  attended  the  meetings).     The  Subcommittee  focused  on  this  case. 
It  also  looked  at  geologic  hazards  due  to  ground  shaking  and  ground 
failure,  and  how  damages  are  produced  by  these  hazards.    It  was 
observed  that  differences  of  opinion  exist  on  this  issue.    Some  think 
soft  soils  will  increase  damage,  but  others  believe  the  opposite. 
Nason's  research  on  the  '06  quake  found  that  UMBs  underlain  by  soft 
soils  did  not  perform  worse.    But  in  the  '85  Mexico  City  quake,  most  of 
the  damage  occurred  on  buildings  5  stories  and  higher.    Lower  buildings 
generally  performed  better.    Thus  a  case  could  be  made  that  stiff 
buildings  on  softer  soils  might  perform  no  worse  than  on  stiff er  soils. 

The  Subcommittee  reached  some  tentative  conclusions.    First,  there  are 
no  compelling  arguments  to  relate  upgrade  levels  to  geotechnical 
factors  for  buildings  less  than  about  5  stories  high.    Second,  it  would 
not  be  fair  to  use  possible  ground  failure  to  prioritize  abatement 
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efforts  because  ground  failure  could  affect  other  types  of  building 
construction  equally  as  severely  as  UMBs.    The  ordinances  enacted  by 
other  jurisdictions  to  date  have  focused  on  ground  shaking  only,  not  on 
possible  ground  failure.    Third,  an  abatement  program  might  include  an 
advisory  to  owners  and  engineers  in  those  cases  where  soft  soils  exist 
at  a  site,  recommending  additional  strengthening  measures  be  taken. 

Power  said  that  Perkins  believes  geotechnical  factors  should  be 
incorporated,  and  she  has  information  and  data  to  back  her  opinion. 
One  of  her  points  is  that  the  duration  of  shaking  will  be  longer  for 
sites  underlain  by  soft  soils,  and  the  amplitude  may  not  be  lower. 
Mory  said  that  if  ten  story  UMBs  were  common,  the  Subcommittee  would 
recommend  incorporating  geotechnical  factors  into  an  ordinance.  The 
Subcommittee  is  willing  to  look  at  Jeanne's  data  ;  meanwhile,  she  is 
willing  to  go  along  with  the  tentative  conclusions.    Dan  Shapiro 
expressed  his  agreement  with  the  conclusions.    Giving  considerations  to 
ground  failures,  for  example,  eventually  may  result  in  'the  making  of 
parks'  in  the  City.    Power  said  a  draft  of  the  meeting  minutes  and 
conclusions  exist.    Litehiser  asked  if  the  Committee  should  endorse 
and/or  adopt  them.    Dan  opined  that  members  should  have  the  opportunity 
to  review  them  before  they  take  action.    Lew  will  include  them  with  the 
minutes  (Note:  subsequent  to  the  meeting,  Power  decided  the 
Subcommittee  should  review/polish  the  conclusions  before  releasing  them 
for  review,  so  they  are  not  included  with  these  minutes). 

8.  Herman  Spaeth  reported  that  the  Fire  Subcommittee  is  ready  to  meet  with 
Fire  Marshal  Joe  Medina  next  week  to  submit  a  plan  for  earthquake 
response  to  be  included  in  the  Fire  Code.    The  basic  concept  is  that 

an  emergency  response  plan  for  earthquakes  should  be  different  than  one 
for  fires.    Bill  Jovick  (Fire  Dept)  agreed  with  concept  -  the  Fire 
Dept.  response  plan  for  hazardous  spills  is  different  than  for  fires. 

9.  Frank  Portman  reported  on  the  talk  he  gave  at  a  recent  SPUR  lunch 
meeting.    He  acknowledged  the  need  for  focus  on  people  problems  in  any 
UMB  hazards  abatement  program.    Amit  Ghosh  of  City  Planning  and  Mary 
Comerio  also  spoke.    Frank  said  there  were  many  good  questions,  and  the 
level  of  attention  and  interest  was  high. 

10.  Litehiser  raised  a  question  of  whether  SB5^7  includes  any  language 
limiting  the  law  to  masonry  bearing  wall  buildings.    Some  members 
recalled  seeing  'bearing  wall'  in  the  bill,  but  others  thought  those 
words  were  deleted  in  the  final  version.    The  Seismic  Safety  Commission 
wants  to  expand  the  scope  of  SB547  to  include  all  buildings  with 
unreinforced  masonry,  including  those  with  a  structural  frame  and 
unreinforced  masonry  infill  walls.    Lew  will  check  this  out.  (Note: 
Lew  did  so  the  next  day,  and  in  comparing  an  earlier  version  of  the 
bill  against  the  chaptered  language,  found  that,  indeed,   the  phrase 
'bearing  wall'  was  deleted  from  the  final  version.     The  conclusion  is 
that  the  SSC's  interpretation/desire  is  on  firm  grounds). 
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A  suggestion  was  made  that  SIHSAC  meetings  be  scheduled  at  2  month  intervals 
during  this  period  when  the  CAC  is  meeting  so  frequently.    However,  since 
the  next  CAC  meeting  will  be  a  briefing  by  SIHSAC,  the  Committee  agreed  to 
meet  again  in  a  month  to  prepare  for  the  CAC  meeting. 

NEXT  MEETING  -  MONDAY  3  AUGUST  19&7-      5:45  p.m.  at  Academy  of  Sciences 
Meeting  adjourned  7:35  p.m.  * 
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Mel  Cammisa,  Jo  Crosby,  Mike  Johnstone,  Pete  Kaldveer,  Pete  Kellam, 
Joe  Litehiser,  Bob  Nason,  Frank  Portman,  Dan  Shapiro,  Herman  Spaeth 
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AGENDA  ITEMS 

1.      Approval  of  6  July  meting  minutes.     Several  minor  editorial /typo  items  were 

noted:  'Maury'  instead  of  Mory  Powers  in  #7,  'Zeidman'  instead  of  Zimand  in  #5, 
verb  missing  at  end  of  #2.    Miniutes  approved  as  corrected. 

1A.     Litehiser  proposed  to  amend  agenda  to  allow  Diana  Oshima  of  City  Planning  (DCP) 
to  make  presentation  on  Mission  Bay  Project.     Committee  concurred. 

Oshima  described  the  planning  process,  and  the  proposed  plan  for  Mission  Bay. 
EIR  has  a  "setting"  section  on  seismic  issues  (Lew  passed  out  draft  copies). 
DCP  needs  Committee  input  on  draft.    Later,  there  will  be  an  "impact"  section, 
which  SIHSAC  will  be  asked  to  also  comment  on.    Mission  Bay  is  just  at  the 
master  planning  statge  -  very  preliminary.    Little  sampling/testing  have  been 
done  to  date  for  geotechnical  data.     DCP  and  EIR  consultant  (geologist  Guldman 
of  ESA)  are  struggling  due  to  scanty  data.     Guldman  wants  help  with  mitigation 
measures . 

Oshima  mentioned  highlights  of  Mission  Bay:     8  story  building  height  limit,  1.4 
million  square  feet  of  office,  2.6  million  square  feet  of  light  industrial, 
7,700  residential  units,  various  retail  activities.     She's  willing  to  provide 
more  details  to  anyone  interested.    Politically  contentious  project  -  many 
possible  alternatives  for  development  of  Mission  Bay  site  will  have  to  be 
looked  at.     She  will  give  a  package  of  alternatives  to  this  committee  for 
review  when  its  put  together. 

Guldman  and  Oshima  asked  committee  to  review  draft  to  see  if  something  is 
glaringly  missing,  or  if  there  are  points  that  need  to  be  addressed.  The 
majority  of  the  area  is  fill,  with  some  wetlands.     The  developer  is  not  willing 
to  do  exploratory  work  at  this  time  due  to  uncertainty  over  the  nature  of  the 
project  that  will  be  approved. 

Litehiser  said  he  will  have  the  Geotechnical  subcommittee  make  a  first  review 
of  the  draft.     Shapiro  noted  that  the  draft  makes  reference  to  a  report 
prepared  by  EQE,  and  that  report  would  be  useful  for  the  review.     Oshima  will 
give  a  copy  to  the  committee.     Guldman  said  the  EQE  report  was  prepared  at  a 
time  when  taller  buildings  (up  to  42  stories)  were  planned,  and  the  current  8 
story  limit  may  affect  some  of  the  considerations  in  the  report. 

Litehiser  said  the  committee  will  get  comments  back  to  DCP  as  soon  as  possible. 
Kaldveer  opined  that  SIHSAC  should  make  it  it  clear  that  committee  is  only 
performing  a  review  function,  and  is  not  going  to  get     involved  in  writing  th» 
EIR.     Oshima  said  that  is  understood,  and  any  help  will  be  appreciated. 


2.  Litehiser  reported  on  CAC  briefings  and  activities.     First  briefing  was  by  Rich 
Eisner  of  BAREPP  on  the  general  nature  of  the  ear thguake  threat  in  the  Bay 
Area,  and  the  possible  levels  of  injuries,  deaths  and  property  damage.  Second 
briefing  was  by  Mary  Comer io,  consultant  to  DCP,  on  economic  impacts  of  a 
retrofit  ordinance.     Got  into  cost  estimates.     Provoked  much  discussion.  Also 
discussed  was  a  'charter'   for  the  CAC. 

3.  Lew  reported  on  City  Hall  front. 

-  The  7/23  meeting  in  Sacramento  with  Speaker  Willie  Brown's  office  was 

deferred,  and  a  new  date  has  not  been  set.  Therefore,  the  7/29  UMB  Task 
Force  meeting,  which  was  to  brief  the  TF  on  that  meeting,  was  cancelled. 
No  further  activities  at  State  or  TF  levels  since. 

-  Joan  Lubamersky  is  developing  a  draft  of  broad  parameters  based  on  TF 

discussions  to  date,  for  use  and  guidance  to  the  CAC  in  its  work.  Since 
SIHSAC  is  part  of  the  CAC,  all  members  will  get  a  copy  of  the  draft  when  it 
is  done.     It  is  expected  that  there  will  be  changes,  additions  and 
deletions  before  the  list  is  'finalized'. 

-  The  SEA  seismology  subcommittee  on  SF  UMBs,  which  was  formed  at  the  behest 

of  the  City,  has  had  its  first  meeting.     Sol  Cooper,  chairman,  has 
requested  thoughts/ ideas  from  SIHSAC  on  role(s)  his  committee  can  play.  At 
this  point,  some  SIHSAC  members  suggested  they  start  with  the  LA  ordinance 
and  see  if  changes  are  needed  or  are  appropriate,  and  then  review  Comerio's 
cost  estimates  for  retrofits.     Shapiro  said  he  has  talked  with  some 
committee  members  and  understands  that  their  intention  is  first  to  develop 
a  position  paper  on  retrofits,  including  minimum  and  desirable  levels  of 
building  performance.     That  committee  will  also  review  the  ABK  methodology, 
which  was  recently  approved  in  LA. 

-  Nason  remarked  that  the  SF  UMB  survey  may  not  satisfy  SB547  since  that  law 

includes  non-bearing  URM  walls.    Litehiser  to  informally  ask  Tom  Tobin  of 
SSC  for  an  opinion.     The  consultant  retained  by  SSC  to  develop  survey 
guidelines  for  UMBs  wants  to  include  buildings  having  load  carrying 
structural  frames  and  URM  non-bearing  walls.    Guidelines  expected  to  be 
available  in  September.     (Note  by  Lew:  Guidelines  not  yet  finalized  due  to 
turf  battle  between  the  SSC  and  the  Historical  Building  Code  Board). 

-  The  City  is  in  the  process  of  requesting  proposals  from  structural 

engineering  firms  to  perform  seismic  assessments  of  all  55  Fire  Dept. 
facilities.    Contract  cost  estimated  in  the  $500K  range.     Assessment  to  be 
completed,  including  mitigation  cost  estimates,  by  4/88  so  that  a  bond 
issue  can  be  placed  on  the  11/88  ballot.     Evaluations  will  follow  the  ATC- 
14  methodology  to  be  published  in  the  near  future. 

-  A  similar  assessment  will  be  made  of  the  remaining  City  facilities  (400-500) 

following  completion  of  the  Fire  Dept.  survey.     Shapiro  mentioned  that  many 
similar  assessments  have  been  made  for  other  owners,  i.e.  by 
McClure/Messinger ,  Degenkolb,  Engle  for  entire  U  C    system.     Perhaps  could 
be  useful  models. 

4.  Discussions/preparations  for  CAC  briefing  by  SIHSAC  on  8/10.     Litehiser  will 
discuss  committee  report  to  Bd.  of  Supervisors.     Will  ask  Don  Chan  for 
specifics  of  how  number  of  buildings  dropped  from  2158  to  2138  -  may  be  useful 
for  briefing.     Nason  asked  if  he  could  give  the    minority  report'  Litehiser 
said  he  did  not  recall  that  such  a  report  was  made,   to  which  Nason  said  he  had 
a  'minority  opinion' . 

Litehiser  recalled  that  Joe    Koonin  had  asked  what  the  CAC  is  bringinq  to  th» 
party  besides  SIHSAC  and  the  Comerio  report.     Perhaps  could  start  with  SSC 
model  ordinance,  or  the  LA  ordinance,  and  ask  for  changes  that  are  appropriate 


for  SF.     Shapiro  opined  that  some  CAC  members  could  understand,  but  most  would 
not  understamd  or  be  interested.    Litehiser  believes  most  CAC  members  will  tend 
to  focus  on  broader  issues  such  as  timing,  staged  implementation,  etc. 

Kaldveer  asked  about  Chapter  13  of  ATC-3.     Shapiro  suggested  the  commentary 
would  be  better.     Lew  will  supply  copies  of  the  commentary,  and  also  the  SSC 
model  ordinance  and  Division  88  (LA  ord). 

5.  Spaeth  reported  the  Fire  subcommittee  met  with  Fire  Marshal  Medina  and  Captain 
Farrell.     They  were  receptive  to  the  subcommittee's  proposal,  and  will  have  a 
Fire  Dept  committee  review  it,  then  meet  with  us.     Spaeth  will  distribute  the 
proposal  to  SIHSAC  members  at  the  next  meeting  for  formal  action. 

6.  Lew  informed  the  committee  there  are  two  vacant  slots  -  an  architect  and  a  real 
"  estate  person.     He  is  working  to  fill  them.     Some  membership  terms  are  nearing 

expiration  -  members  can  expect  to  have  to  go  through  the  reappointment  ritual 
again . 

NEXT  MEETING  -  MONDAY  5  OCTOBER,  5:45  pm    at  Academy  of  Sciences 
Meeting  adjourned  at  7:55  pm. 


Recorded  by 
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SEISMIC  INVESTIGATIONS  AND  HAZARDS  SURVEY  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 
Minutes  of  9  November  1987  Meeting 


Members : 


Ex-Of f icio 


Guests : 


Bob  Nason  BN 

Peter  Kaldveer  PK 

Maurice  Power  MP 

Steven  Boides  SB 

Frank  Portman  FP 

Herman  Spaeth  HS 

Joe  Litehiser  JL 

Frank  H.  Moss,  Jr.  FM 

Wallace  Cleland  WC 

Fred  Willsea  .  FW 

Bob  Brazeau  BB 

Rod  Murray  RM 

Richard  Yeung  RY 

Sol  Cooper  SC 


bOCUiTlEiMTG  DcT-7. 

DEC  141337 

SAiM  FRAl\JCiSCO 


JL:  Meeting  opened  when  Joe  Litehiser  asked  if  anyone  had  not 
received  a  copy  of  the  last  minutes.  Frank  Portman  asked 
about  getting  a  copy. 

JL:  Asked  if  any  corrections  or  additions  were  needed  for  last 
meeting's  minutes.     No  one  responded. 

JL:  "Minutes  approved  as  submitted".  Joe  also  mentioned  the 
Action  Status  Report,  that  Frank  Lew  was  called  to 
Sacramento  and  that  Frank  Moss  was  attending  in  his  place. 

FM:     Passed  our  copies     from     last    CAC    meeting     to  all  present. 

"BROAD  PARAMETERS  FOR  DEVELOPMENT  OF  UMB  RETROFIT 
ORDINANCE (S) " .  Mentioned  that  Frank  Lew  was  in  Sacramento 
concerning  money  for  Whittier  victims. 

Willie  Brown  is  asking  for  a  $250  million  grant  for  the 
California  residents  to  use  as  a  low  interest  loan  program 
for  multi-resident  brick  buildings.  This  grant  may  go 
through  but  so  far  only  looked  good  at  the  hearing. 


JL: 


Mentioned  that  on  the  news  he'd  heard  that  $110  million  may 
be  used  for  some  things  but  that  the  status  of  Brown's 
legislation  is  basically  unknown. 


"Broad  Parameters"  -     presented     to  see     if     anything  was 

needed     to      be      added.       Also,     to  segregate  Technical, 

financial,  &  Sociological  issues  at  next  CAC  meeting 
presentation. 

There  were  3-4     submitted     for  the  UMB  funding  sources/staff 

support  RFP.  Submitters  will  be  interviewed  Thursday, 
November  12. 


JL:     Asked  for  news     on     discussion  on  last  Friday's   (November  6) 
EERI  Whittier  Narrows  earthquake  briefing. 

BN:  Said  that  the  indication  was  given  that  no  difference  is 
made  if  the  buildings  are  retrofitted. 

RM:  Thought  that  the  status  on  repaired  UMB  were  promising  but 
not  encouraging  as  he'd  hoped.  Repaired  buildings  appeared 
to  perform  better  than  unrepaired  buildings.  Said  that 
other  statistics  were  not  given  but  show  that  building 
repair  is  the  best  route. 

JL:  Said  that  the  above  mentioned  statistics  were  from  Los 
Angeles.  Shaking  levels  were  high.  Three,  four  even  six 
tenths  of  g's  were  measured. 

BN:  Said  that  building  damage  is  always  a  judgement  call.  If  a 
building  official  knows  that  a  building  has  been  retrofitted 
he's  less  likely  to  evacuate  it.  If  the  building  has  not 
been  retrofitted  then  he;s  afraid  not  to  evacuate  it. 

FM:  Asked  if  the  buildings  being  discussed  were  fully  or  partly 
retrofitted. 


BN  &  Both  said  that  fully  retrofitted  buildings     were     the  only 
JL:     ones  being  reported  on. 

RM:  Claimed  that  more  information  from  a  total  evaluation  of  the 
above  issue  was  forthcoming. 

JL:     Said  he  was  hopeful  about  the  forthcoming  information. 

FM:  Was  looking  to  see  if  Bob  Nason's  point  concerning  the 
damage  evaluations  on  brick  buildings  would  prove  true  once 
the  buildings  were  totally  inspected  and  a  full  report  was 
given . 

JL:  Asked  about  subcommittee  reports.  Asked  Maury  Power  about 
the  geo-technical  report. 


MP:  Said  he  gave  the  report  on  Mission  Bay  draft  EIR,  Section 
VI. K,  "Environmental  Setting,  Geology,  and  Seismicity . " 
Final  copy  mailed  to  City  Planning,  although  it  may  not  have 
gotten  to  SIHSAC  members. 

The  draft  report  from  Jeanie  Perkins  reflects  thoughts  from 
USGS  people. 

JL:     Asked  for  comments  on  Maury's  information.     No  comments. 

HS:  Submitted  a  status  report  on  the  work  of  his  Earthquake 
Drill  Subcommittee.  A  copy  is  attached. 

JL:  Asked  to  have  SIHSAC  members  look  at  Hank'  report  and  decide 
what  action  is  appropriate  at  this  point. 

HS:  Said  high  rise  buildings  need  to  have  drills.  Some  people 
who  work  in  these  buildings  have  brochures  on  earthquake 
safety  plan  guides.  Hank  brought  these  brochures  if  anyone 
was  interested.  Hank  mentioned  that  Captains  Farrell  and 
Medina  are  probably  very  busy  and  the  next  meeting  probably 
will  have  to  wait  until  January  or  February. 

JL:     Asked  that  we  try  to  get  out  of  thie  hold  up. 

OTHER  OLD  BUSINESS 

BN:  Joe  Litehiser  had  checked  with  Tom  Tobin  since  the  August  3 
1987  meeting  concerning  the  issue  of  the  State  Law  547  vs. 
the  Division  88  Ordinance  in  LA  and  the  proposed  San 
Francisco  ordinance.  Bob  feels  that  the  state  law  should  be 
changes  to  match  the  city  law  as  concerns  those  buildings  to 
be  surveyed. 

JL:  Mentioned  that  Tom  Tobin  said  the  State  would  be  unlikely  to 
take  issue  with  San  Francisco's  surveys  even  though  it  did 
not  address  masonry  infill  wall  frame  buildings. 

BN:  Brought  up  the  discussion  in  the  LA  Times  article  of  the 
public  library  in  LA.  The  structure  of  the  library  is  such 
that  it  would  pass  the  city  law  but  not  the  state  code. 

SC:  Said  that  at  the  Friday  meeting  it  had  been  mentioned  that 
vertical  load  resistant  frames  saved  damage  from  happening. 

JL:  Said  there  is  nothing  in  the  law  concerning  anything  but 
notifying  owners  of  buildings. 


BN:  Stated  that  the  library  is  a  non-conforming  building 
surveyed  in  the  old  survey  which  didn't  apply  because  the 
library  is  not  a  bearing  wall  building.  Will  there  be  a 
problem  for  liability  and  is  the  state  right  to  ask  for 
this? 

JL:  Commented  that  tilt  up  buildings  are  dealt  with  but  not 
included  in  547. 

BN:  Asked  if  547  was  the  proper  place  to  decide  what  to  do.  Do 
we  like  being  pressured? 

SC:  Said  that  547  is  not  a  code.  There  are  two  parts  of  the 
question.     1.   State     2.  Masonry  problem. 

JL:  Explained  that  there  is  no  enforcement  provision  in  547. 
"We're  not  talking  about  good  will  compliance." 

JL:     SIHSAC  can  survey  buildings. 

PK:     What  is  the  scope  of  this? 

JL:  Asked  if  masonry  infill  buildings  should  be  included  in  this 
survey. 

SC:     Said  that  this  inventory  is  a  heavy  task. 

JL:  Will  request  BBI  to  get  a  copy  of  state  guidelines  of 
survey  and  tell  SIHSAC  what  is  involved  in  adding  what 
buildings  are  now  in  our  survey.     What  can  we  do  till  1990? 

Sanford  map  codes  to  break  down  masonry  differences. 

FUTURE  SIHSAC-SEAONC/UMB  SUBCOMMITTEE  ACTIONS 

JL:  Brought  up  August  3rd  SIHSAC  Meeting  minutes  and  a  request 
they  contain  from  Sol  Cooper  for  thoughts  from  SIHSAC  on 
role  of  SEAONC  seismology  subcommittee.  Asked  if  we  could 
kick  around  what  Sol's  subcommittee  is  doing. 

Since  1980  an  issue  in  SIHSAC  has  been  adequate  lateral  load 
level  or  alternate  for  technical  part  of  an  ordinance. 

SIHSAC  thought  that  whatever  they  said  to  be  credible  in 
this  ordinance  writing  task,  needed  broader  engineering 
forum.  Saw  SEAONC  as  a  place  where  this  broader  focus  would 
be  gotten.     Is  there  a  technical  way  to  approach  this? 

SC:  Spent  time  trying  to  understand  survey  and  laws.  Discussion 
of  load  levels  important. 

Dilemma:  5  years  spent  on  research  for  structural  engineers 
on  seismic  resistance  of  structures.  This  is  lateral  force 
level  of  low  buildings.  The  level  here  is  uncertain. 


BN:  Stated  that  the  library  is  a  non-conforming  building 
surveyed  in  the  old  survey  which  didn't  apply  because  the 
library  is  not  a  bearing  wall  building.  Will  there  be  a 
problem  for  liability  and  is  the  state  right  to  ask  for 
this? 

JL:  Commented  that  tilt  up  buildings  are  dealt  with  but  not 
included  in  547. 

BN:  Asked  if  547  was  the  proper  place  to  decide  what  to  do.  Do 
we  like  being  pressured? 

SC:  Said  that  547  is  not  a  code.  There  are  two  parts  of  the 
question.     1.  State     2.  Masonry  problem. 

JL:  Explained  that  there  is  no  enforcement  provision  in  547. 
"We're  not  talking  about  good  will  compliance.'1 

JL:     SIHSAC  can  survey  buildings. 

PK:     What  is  the  scope  of  this? 

JL:  Asked  if  masonry  infill  buildings  should  be  included  in  this 
survey. 

SC:     Said  that  this  inventory  is  a  heavy  task. 

JL:  Will  request  BBI  to  get  a  copy  of  state  guidelines  of 
survey  and  tell  SIHSAC  what  is  involved  in  adding  what 
buildings  are  now  in  our  survey.     What  can  we  do  till  1990? 

Sanford  map  codes  to  break  down  masonry  differences. 

FUTURE  SIHSAC-SEAONC/UMB  SUBCOMMITTEE  ACTIONS 

JL:  Brought  up  August  3rd  SIHSAC  Meeting  minutes  and  a  request 
they  contain  from  Sol  Cooper  for  thoughts  from  SIHSAC  on 
role  of  SEAONC  seismology  subcommittee.  Asked  if  we  could 
kick  around  what  Sol's  subcommittee  is  doing. 

Since  1980  an  issue  in  SIHSAC  has  been  adequate  lateral  load 
level  or  alternate  for  technical  part  of  an  ordinance. 

SIHSAC  thought  that  whatever  they  said  to  be  credible  in 
this  ordinance  writing  task,  needed  broader  engineering 
forum.  Saw  SEAONC  as  a  place  where  this  broader  focus  would 
be  gotten.     Is  there  a  technical  way  to  approach  this? 

SC:  Spent  time  trying  to  understand  survey  and  laws.  Discussion 
of  load  levels  important. 

Dilemma:  5  years  spent  on  research  for  structural  engineers 
on  seismic  resistance  of  structures.  This  is  Lateral  force 
level  of  low  buildings.   The  level  here  is  uncertain. 


Blue  Book  from  Structural  Engineering  is  being  updated  and 
will  be  much  better. 

This  class  of  masonry  buildings  doesn't  conform  to 
requirements . 

When  you  bend  a  code  on  a  discretionary  basis  you're 
admitting  there  will  be  some  damage.  You're  also  admitting 
that  safety  is  lessened.  You  can't  change  structures 
constantly . 

His  committee  will  look  into  this.  You  can't  just  look  at 
lateral  force  levels  alone.  There  must  also  be  an  underlying 
policy  of  upgrading. 

What  is  public  policy  about  expectations  from  SIHSAC  and  CAC 
etc.?  SEAONC  subcommittee  doesn't  create  policy  but  defines 
problems  from  technical  point  of  view. 

JL:     Are  there  provisions  for  LA  -  details? 

SC:     Not  sure  yet. 

How  far  does  LA  go  into  detail?     His  impression  is  that  LA 
Code  doesn't  address  it  as  far  as  he  would. 

FW:  Force  level  in  codes  increased  over  years  and  are  at  present 
levels  from  San  Francisco  earthquake.  Don't  raise  force 
levels  but  look  at  ways  buildings  are  put  together  as  well 
as  how  they  bend  and  shake  in  earthquakes. 

Buildings  of  highest  importance     -  Hospitals,  Fire  Depts. 
Next  -  Buildings  for  public  assembly,    long  spans,  stadiums, 
theaters 

LA  codes  and  other  codes  are  based  on  occupancy.  That's 
what  the  force  level  is  pegged  on. 

Structural  engineers  have  an  arm  called  Applied  Technology 
Council.  They  put  up  a  new  method  where  more  money  can  be 
spent  on  new  construction.  But  upgrading  is  more  expensive. 
The  technical  issue  or  justification  says  use  lower  force 
levels  on  seismological  grounds  and  importance.  Other  than 
those,  engineers  can't  justify  setting  a  force  level,  but 
they  can  tell  you  what  you  need  if  given  a  set  of 
objectives . 

It's  difficult  to  define  performance.     For     example     you  can 
decide  not  to  protect  property  but  will     try     to  save  lives. 
Yet,   life  safety  means  no  collapse.     Then,  how  do  you  define 
collapse.       Therefore,     there     is       no  justification 
engineers  can  come  up  with. 


When  owners  want  to  upgrade  buildings,  engineers  do  a 
seismological  study  and  relate  it  to  how  many  earthquakes  at 
what  levels,  cost  etc.  The  question  always  gets  "back  to 
what  degree  of  risk  do  we  live  with.  Engineers  say  I  can 
help  you  with  whatever  level  of  risk  you  are  comfortable 
with. 

JL:  Responded  to  Fred's  comments  saying  that  the  situation  is 
not  as  hopeless  as  it  sounds.  "We  can  meet  in  the  middle. 
Policy's  perhaps  the  biggest  issue." 

SC:  The  LA  ordinance  set  difficult  criteria  but  also  an 
investigative  approach  that  is  accepted  on  face  value. 

The  ordinance  has  departed  from  practices  of  new 
construction  to  avoid  new  construction  being  done  so  as  to 
minimize  cost  impact.  Completeness  of  the  structural  system 
is  most  important.  Tying  floors  to  walls  is  very  important. 
This  increases  safety  tremendously. 

A  criteria  is  needed  beyond  -  to  anchor  walls  to  something 
else. 

How  much  would  this  increase  of  "tying"  cost?  How  much  is 
necessary?  These  are  important  questions.  Therefore, 
inspections  must  be  taken  more  seriously.  Engineers  must 
look  at  the  position  of  things  and  the  longitudinal  and 
lateral  forces.  Also,  what  criteria  is  there  for  wooden 
structures? 

RM:  This  approach  has  not  been  in  existence  for  long.  The 
Applied  Technology  Council  produced  a  report  -  Repair  of 
Hazardous  Buildings  -  wood  and  concrete  etc.  were  included 
too.  The  Committee  he  is  on  wants  to  include  all  these 
reports  as  well  as  looking  at  ABK  methodology.  That's  the 
source  LA  used.  For  example  draft  a  model  ordinance.  Still 
probably  1  to  3  years  away  from  completing  task. 

SC:     We    want  to  come  up  with  something  in  SIHSAC's  time  frame. 

JL:  The  schedule  is  Item  I  in  task  force  tomorrow.  In  his 
opinion  -  longest  schedule  proposed  so  far  is  two  years  from 
now. 

FW:  Spoke  about  an  instance  with  Dan  Shapiro  in  Oakland,  where 
it  was  decided  among  engineers  and  building  (UMB)  owners 
alike  that  life  safety  was  the  most  important  earthquake 
issue . 

Steel  frames  had  to  be  added  and     floors     were     covered  with 
plywood  as  part  of  the  restructuring     effort.     This  was  very 
different     than     simply    bolting  walls     to     floor.     So  some 
decisions  to  strengthen  building  are  made     on     a     level  L( 
than  the  code  asks  for. 


SC:  If  a  commercial  enterprise  needs  to  upgrade  a  building  they 
must  follow  the  code.  The  City  doesn't  have  the  same 
justification.  The  city  is  trying  to  protect  people  from 
what  they  see  as  a  problem. 

JL:  We  can  go  through  SIHSAC  deliberation  and  try  to  find  a 
policy  we  can  start  with. 

SC:  Rod  says  we  can  come  up  with  a  short  formed  gross  criteria 
and  from  that  refine  it  with  additional  time. 

SB:  Said  he  represented  the  non  technical  point  of  view. 
Landlords  don't  want  to  spend  money.  Chinatown  low  income 
people  say  let's  just  fix  the  buildings  but  with  as  little 
money  spent  as  possible,  i.e.  if  retrofitting  material  costs 
$150  per  foot  and  won't  make  much  difference  in  holding  the 
building  up  during  an  earthquake  why  bother  with 
retrofitting.  The  question  is  what  percentage  of  increased 
protection  will  each  retrofitting  technique  offer?  -  if  the 
ordinance  is  too  onerous  on  the  people  (building  owners, 
tenants,  etc)  it  won't  happen.  Where  is  the  line  drawn 
between  safety  and  monetary  factors? 

JL:     Mentioned  policy  section  in  Mary  Camerio's  report. 

This  is  a  good  starting  point  for  the  next  discussion. 


Next  Meeting  -  We'll  wait  on  scheduling.  Will  get  back  to 
SEAONC  subcommittee  on  policy  issue. 


Recorded  by 
Bob  Brazeau 


November  9,1987 


Report  o-f  Earthquake  Drill   Sub  jEommi  ttee 

This  committee  was  initiated  by  Chairman  Litshiser  at  the 
Conclusion  of  the  August  4,1986  SIHSAC  Meeting.  Members 
selected  were,   P.   Ashen,    T.Jenkins  and  H.H.Spaeth. 

Preliminary  discussion  at  this  meeting  provided  some  bacKz) 
ground  for  the  committee.    (Ref:    Aug. 4, 1986  Meeting) 

1.  Chief  Condon  wanted  earthquake  drill  to  be 
consolidated  with  the  fire  drill 

2.  Assistant  Chief  Blackburn  reported  that  an  earthquak< 
and  fire  drill   responses  are  different. 

3.  Lloyd  Hanford  reported  as  a  knowedgeable  Bldg. 
Management  person,    that  people  do  not  pay  attention 
to  drills.    It  may  be  necessary   to  develop  a  code 
requi  rement 

4.  Chief  Blackburn  indicated  that  presently   the  code 
requires  a  fire  safety   director   in  all  highrise 
buildings.    Emergency   drills  are  required  once  a  year 

At  a ^commi ttee  meeting,    August  26th^)  we  met  with  Capt. 
Crispen    (apparently  he  was   to  be  the  F.D.liason).    The  Capt 
indicated  that  the  Dept.   had  accepted   ICBO's  Fire  Code, but 
would  be  supplementing  the  code  with  specific  San  Francisc 
requirements.    It  was  his  opinion  that  the  code  addresses 
earthquake  problem  in  two  ways.    Specific  reference  to 
educational     occupancies  and  vaguely   to   "  established 
precedures   to  be  followed      in   case  of    fire  or  other 
emergency". In  his  opinion  the  latter   includes  earthquake 
con si  der at i on . 

Nov.    3. ^Meeting.    Capt.    Crispen   unable  to  attend. 
Handicapped  without  F.D.    response.    Tom  to  check  with 
L.A.F.D.    re:    Earthquake  drill.    Committee   to  submit 
recommended  changes  to  fire  code. 

Jan.    20.fVMeeting   Tom  Jenkins    ,  H.Spaeth.    Due   to  excillivi 
work   load  Capt     Crispen  unable  to  attend.    See  committee 
report  2/3/ '37 

Jan.    28. j T. Jenkins,    H.Spaeth  met  with  new  Chief   of  the 
Dept.    Chief   Edward  J.    Ftupps,    and  Chief    Medina.  We 
discussed  briefly    the   function  of   Sl^SAC   and  the 
subcommittee  cooperation  with   the  SFFD.    Both  chiefs 
indicated  that  modifications  will   be  made  in  the  S.F.Fir« 
Code  during  the  next  si;:   months.    Apparently   time  was  not  a 


critical    item.    (See  committee  report  2/3/' 87) 

July  30.  Meeting       Chie-f  Medina's  office  with  Capt.  Faro. 
P. Ashen   ,    T.    Jenkins,    H.   Spaeth.   We  submitted 

recommendations  to  the  proposed  Fire  Code , Sect i on   II.   Exit     ,  .  . 

Drill   and  an   "Earthquake  Plan  Components  Section  to  be_____  \J>L^  V^P-*-***-' 

placed  in  the  appendix  section  of   the  code. ^  In  our  opinion, 

the  appendix  addi ti on (submi tted  by  the  Office  of  Emergency 

Services)    is  an  al  ^C^nclusi ve  plan  that  addresses  -to^ 

earthquake  problems,    including  drill.    Chief  Medina 

indicated  that  the  Fifte  F4=-evefvt4-orr< Dept  are  presently 

deeply   involved  with  several   Departmental   priorities.  As 

soon  as  possible  they   will   review  the  recommendations  and 

contact  H.Spaeth.   He  assured  us  that  no  deadlines  were 

invoved  with  code  modifications.    Changes  can  be  submitted 

at  any  time. 

l-0ji2^-^-Chai rman  called  Capt  C.    Faro  regarding  present 
status  of   fire  code  activity.    He  stated  that  due  to  an 
overworked   ,    short handed  staff,   work  on  the  Fire  Code 
progressed  very  slowly,   we  can  probably   expect  some  results 
late  in  January   or  February.    We  are  somewhat  aware  of  the 
Dept's  problems  and  can  appreciate  their  present  effort^  on 
behalf  of  code  modifications. 

December  will  be  a  bad  month  to  plan  a  joint  meeting  with 
the  Fire  Dept.  H.  Spaeth  will  check  with  Chie-f  Medina  and 
propose  an  early   January  meeting. 


x  4>' 


Division  II. 
EXIT  DRILLS 


Sec.    12.201.     Orders  of  the  Chief  of  Division 

(a)  The  Chief  of  Division,  or  his  authorized  representative 
shall  have  authority  to  adopt  and  enforce  such  regulations 
regarding  exit  drills,  consistent  with  this  Code  and  other  laws 
related  to  exit  drills,  as  he  may  deem  necessary. 

(b)  The  Chief  of  Department  may  designate  such  members  of 
the  Fire  Department  as  he  may  deem  necessary  to  conduct  and 
supervise  exit  drills. 

(c)  Exit  drills  and  exit  drill  plans  shall  comply  with  the 
applicable  provisions  of  Title  19,  CAC  and  this  Code. 

Sec.    12.202.     Fire  Alarm  Drills  and   (Evacuation )  EMERGENCY 
plans,  Where  Required. 

(a)  Public  Assembly. 

1.     The  manager  of  all  theatres  and  places  of  public 
assembly  requiring  a  Fire  Department  permit  shall  draft  and 
present  an  exit  drill  plan  to  the  Chief  of  Division  for  the 
evacuation  of  such  occupancy. 

2 .  _AN  EARTHQUAKE  PREPAREDNESS  PLAN  SHALL  BE  PREPARED ,  IN 
COORDINATION  WITH  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  OFFICE  OF  EMERGENCY  SERVICES , 
AND  BE  PRESENTED  TO  THE  CHIEF  OF  DIVISION  FOR  REVIEW. 

3.  THE  OWNER  OR  MANAGER  SHALL  BE  RESPONSIBLE  FOR 
DRILLING  THE  FACILITY  STAFF  AT_  LEAST  ONCE  EACH  YEAR  IN  THE 
CONDUCT  OF  THE  EARTHQUAKE  PREPAREDNESS  PLAN . 

(b)  Educational  Occupancies. 

1.  The  manager  of  any  education  occupancy  shall  draft  and 
present  for  approval  an  exit  drill  plan  to  the  Chief  of 
Division  for  the  evacuation  of  such  occupancy. 

2.  Exit  drills  within  any  educational  occupancy  shall  be 
conducted  as  often  as  required  by  and  conform  to  the 
applicable  provisions  of  Title   19,  CAC. 


3.  The  manager  of  any  education  occupancy  shall  draft  and 
present  an  emergency  procedure  manual  to  the  Chief  of 
Division.     Such  manual  shall  establish  approved  procedures 

for  occupants  of  the  building  during  any  earthquake,  bomb 
threat,  or  hazardous  material  release. 

4.  There  shall  be  at  least  one  earthquake  drill  within 
any  educational  occupancy  each  school  semester. 

(c)  Institutions. 

1.     The  chief  administrative  officer  or  manager  of  every 
institution,  as  defined  in  this  Code,  shall  have  in  effect 
and  available  to  all  supervisory  personnel ,  written  copies  of 
a  plan  for  the  protection  of  all  persons  in  the  event  of  fire 
and  for  their  evacuation  from  the  building  and  to  areas  of 
refuge  when  necessary. 

(d)  Residential. 

1.  The  manager  of  any  hotel  which  requires  a  local  fire 
alarm  shall  draft  and  present  for  approval  an  exit  drill 
plan  to  the  Chief  of  Division  for  the  evacuation  of  such 
occupancy. 

2.  All  hotel  operators  shall  conspicuously  post  in  each 
sleeping  room  a  clearly  legible  floor  plan  showing  the 
arrangement  of  exits  and  the  direction  of  travel  to  reach 
each  exit.     A  red  spot  of  other  identifying  mark  shall  be 
placed  on  each  such  floor  plan  indicating  the  location  of  the 
sleeping  room  in  relation  to  the  exits. 

3.  THE  MANAGER  Of  ANY  HOTEL  UNDER  THE  PROVISIONS  OF 
SEC.    12.202  SHALL  ESTABLISH  OR  CAUSE  TO  BE  ESTABLISHED  IN 
COORDINATION  WITH  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  OFFICE  OF  EMERGENCY 
SERVICES ,   PROCEDURES _T0  BE  FOLLOWED  IN  CASE  OF  EARTHQUAKE 
EMERGENCY . 

(e)  Other  Occupancies. 

1.     All  owners  of  high  rise  buildings  shall   establish  or 
cause  to  be  established  procedures  to  be  followed   in  case  of 
fire.  EARTHQUAKE,  or  other  emergency.     All  such  procedures  B 
be  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Division. 


2.  The  owner  or  the  management  of  any  high  rise  building 
shall  be  responsible  for  conducting  an  emergency  drill  at 
least  once  each  year.     Such  drill  shall  require  the 
participation  of  all  building  staff.     Records  of  all  such 
drills  shall  be  maintained  and  be  made  available  to  the  Chief 
of  Division  upon  request. 

3.  All  owners  of  any  occupancy  in  which  a  local  fire 
alarm  is  required  shall  establish  or  cause  to  be  established 
an  exit  drill  plan  for  the  evacuation  of  the  building  by  the 
occupants.     All  such  plans  shall " submitted  to  and  be  approved 
by  the  Chief  of  Division. 

Sec.    12.203.     Fire  Safety  Director. 

(a)     The  owner  of  each  [All  buildings,  that  have  been 
determined  to  be  aj     high  rise  buildings  as  defined  in  Title  24, 
c . a . c .  ,  and  any  occupancy  required  by  Title  19,  C.A.C.,  shall 
[have]   designate  a  fire  safety  director  who  is  not  qualified  to 
serve  as  such  until  he  or  she  is   [ . 

(b)     The  fire  safety  director  shall  be]     certified  by  the  San 
Francisco  Fire  Department  upon  successfully  completing  the 
requirements  of  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department's  fire  safety 
director  training  program.     All  such  certification  shall  be 
renewed  at  least  once  every  five  (5)  years. 

Sec.    12.204.     Training  of  Employees  and  Occupants. 

(a)  The  owner  shall  train  and  drill  all  employees  of  any 
building  requiring  a  local  fire  alarm  system  [shall  be  trained 
and  drilled]  in  the  duties  they  are  to  perform  in  case  of  fire, 
panic,  EARTHQUAKE,  or  other  emergency. 

(b)  The  owner  shall  train  and  drill  all  employees  of  any 
place  of  public  assembly  [shall  be  trained  and  drilled]  in  the 
duties  they  are  to  perform  in  case  of  fire,  panic,  EARTHQUAKE, 
or  other  emergency. 
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JL:  Meeting  opened  when  Joe  Litehiser  asked  if  anyone  had  not 
received  a  copy  of  the  last  minutes.  Frank  Portman  asked 
about  getting  a  copy. 

JL:  Asked  if  any  corrections  or  additions  were  needed  for  last 
meeting's  minutes.     No  one  responded. 

JL:      "Minutes  approved     as     submitted".     Joe     also     mentioned  the 

-Action — Status  Report-,  ^  that       Frank     Lew     was     called  to 

Sacramento  and  that  Frank  Moss  was  attending  in  his  place. 

FM:     Passed  our  copies     from     last     CAC     meeting     to  all  present. 

"BROAD  PARAMETERS  FOR  DEVELOPMENT  OF  UMB  RETROFIT 
ORDINANCE (S) " .  Mentioned  that  Frank  Lew  was  in  Sacramento 
concerning  money  for  Whittier  victims. 

Willie  Brown  is  asking  for  a  $250  million  grant  for  the 
California  residents  to  use  as  a  low  interest  loan  program 
for  multi-resident  brick  buildings.  This  grant  may  go 
through  but  so  far  only  looked  good  at  the  hearing. 


JL:  Mentioned  that  on  the  news  he'd  heard  that  $110  million  may 
be  used  for  some  things  but  that  the  status  of  Brown's 
legislation  is  basically  unknown. 

"Broad  Parameters"  -  presented  to  see  if  anything  was 
needed  to  be  added.  Also,  to  segregate  Technical, 
financial,  &  Sociological  issues  at  next  CAC  meeting 
presentation. 

There  were  3-4  submitted^  fe^the  UMB  funding  sources/staff 
support  RFP.  Submitters  will  be  interviewed  Thursday, 
November  12. 

JL:  Asked  for  news  on  discussion  on  last  Friday's  (November  6) 
EERI  Whittier  Narrows  earthquake  briefing. 

BN:  Said  that  the  indication  was_  given  that  no  difference  is 
made  if  the  buildings  are  retrofitted. 

RM:  Thought  that  the  status  on  repaired  UMB  were  promising  but 
not  encouraging  as  he'd  hoped.  Repaired  buildings  appeared 
to  perform  better  than  unrepaired  buildings.  Said  that 
other  statistics  were  not  given  but  show  that  building 
repair  is  the  best  route. 

JL:  Said  that  the  above  mentioned  statistics  were  from  Los 
Angeles.  Shaking  levels  were  high.  Three,  four  even  six 
tenths  of  g's  were  measured. 

BN:  Said  that  building  damage  is  always  a  judgement  call.  If  a 
building  official  knows  that  a  building  has  been  retrofitted 
he's  less  likely  to  evacuate  it.  If  the  building  has  not 
been  retrofitted  then  hejjs  afraid  not  to  evacuate  it. 

FM:  Asked  if  the  buildings  being  discussed  were  fully  or  partly 
retrofitted. 


BN  &  Both  said  that  fully  retrofitted  buildings     were     the  only 
JL:     ones  being  reported  on. 

RM:  Claimed  that  more  information  from  a  total  evaluation  of  the 
above  issue  was  forthcoming. 

JL:     Said  he  was  hopeful  about  the  forthcoming  information. 

FM:  Was  looking  to  see  if  Bob  Nason's  point  concerning  the 
damage  evaluations  on  brick  buildings  would  prove  true  once 
the  buildings  were  totally  inspected  and  a  full  report  was 
given. 

JL:  Asked  about  subcommittee  reports.  Asked  Maury  Power  about 
the  geo- technical  report. 


MP:  Said  he  gave  the  report  on  Mission  Bay  draft  EIR,  Section 
VI. K,  "Environmental  Setting,  Geology,  and  Seismicity." 
Final  copy  mailed  to  City  Planning,  although  it  may  not  have 
gotten  to  SIHSAC  members. 

The  draft  report  from  Jeanie  Perkins  reflects  thoughts  from 
USGS  people.  / 

JL:     Asked  for  comments  on  Maury's  information.     No  comments. 

HS:  Submitted  a  status  report  on  the  work  of  his  Earthquake 
Drill  Subcommittee.  A  copy  is  attached. 

5» 

JL:  Asked  to  have  SIHSAC  members  look  at  Hank'  report  and  decide 
what  action  is  appropriate  at  this  point. 

HS :  Said  high  rise  buildings  need  to  have  drills.  Some  people 
who  work  in  these  buildings  have  brochures  on  earthquake 
safety  plan  guides.  Hank  brought  these  brochures  if  anyone 
was  interested.  Hank  mentioned  that  Captains  Farrell  and 
Medina  are  probably  very  busy  and  the  next  meeting  probably 
will  have  to  wait  until  January  or  February. 

S 

JL:     Asked  that  we  try  to  get  out  of  thie"  hold  up. 

OTHER  OLD  BUSINESS 

BN:  Joe  Litehiser  had  checked  with  Tom  Tobin  since  the  August  3 
1987  meeting  concerning  the  issue  of  the  State  Law  547  vs. 
the  Division  88  Ordinance  in  LA  and  the  proposed  San 
Francisco  ordinance.  Bob  feels  that  the  state  law  should  be 
changes  to  match  the  city  law  as  concerns  those  buildings  to 
be  surveyed.  , 

JL:  Mentioned  that  Tom  Tobin  said  the  State  would  be  unlikely  to 
take  issue  with  San  Francisco's  surveys  even  though  it  did 
not  address  masonry  infill  wall  frame  buildings. 

BN:  Brought  up  the  discussion  in  the  LA  Times  article  of  the 
public  library  in  LA.  The  structure  of  the  library  is  such 
that  it  would  pass  the  city  law  but  not  the  state  code. 

SC:  Said  that  at  the  Friday  meeting  it  had  been  mentioned  that 
vertical  load  resistant  frames  saved  damage  from  happening. 

JL:  Said  there  is  nothing  in  the  law  concerning  anything  but 
notifying  owners  of  buildings. 


Stated  that  the  library  is  a  non-conforming  building 
surveyed  in  the  old  survey  which  didn't  apply  because  the 
library  is  not  a  bearing  wall  building.  Will  there  be  a 
problem  for  liability  and  is  the  state  right  to  ask  for 
this? 

Commented  that  tilt  up  buildings  are  dealt  with  but  not 
included  in  547. 

Asked  if  547  was  the  proper  place  to  decide  what  to  do.  Do 
we  like  being  pressured? 

Said  that  547  is  not  a  code.  There  are  two  parts  of  the 
question.     1.  State     2.  Masonry  problem. 

Explained  that  there  is  no  enforcement  provision  in  547. 
"We're  jipVtalking  about  good  will  compliance." 


SIHSAC  can  survey  buildings.  fr~c^ u<co 

What  is  the  scope  of  this?  \Jr  |. 

Asked  if  masonry  infill  buildings  should  be  included  in  this 
survey . 

SC:     Said  that  this  inventory  is  a  heavy  task. 

JL:  Will  request  BBI  to  get  a  copy  of  state  guidelines  of 
survey  and  tell  SIHSAC  what  is  involved  in  adding  what 
buildings  are  now  in  our  survey.     What  can  we  do  till  1990? 

Sanford  map^codes  to  break  down  masonry  differences. 

FUTURE  SIHSAC-SEAONC/UMB  SUBCOMMITTEE  ACTIONS 

JL:  Brought  up  August  3rd  SIHSAC  Meeting  minutes  and  a  request 
they  contain  from  Sol  Cooper  for  thoughts  from  SIHSAC  on 
role  of  SEAONC  seismology  subcommittee.  Asked  if  we  could 
kick  around  what  Sol's  subcommittee  is  doing. 

Since  1980  an  issue  in  SIHSAC  has  been  adequate  lateral  load 
level  or  alternate  for  technical  part  of  an  ordinance. 

SIHSAC  thought  that  whatever  they  said  to  be  credible  in 
this  ordinance  writing  tasky^" needed  broader  engineering 
forum.  Saw  SEAONC  as  a  place  where  this  broader  focus1  would 
be  gotten.     Is  there  a  technical  way  to  approach  this?  ( ^-j^ 

SC:  Spent  time  trying  to  understand  survey  and  laws.  Discussion 
of  load  levels  important. 


Dilemma:  5  years  spent  on  research  for  structural  engineers 
on  seismic  resistance  of  structures.  This  is  lateral  force 
level  of  low  buildings.  The  level  here  is  uncertain. 


Blue  Book  from  Structural  Engineering  is  being  updated  and 
will  be  much  better. 

This  class  of  masonry  buildings  doesn't  conform  to 
requirements . 

When  you  bend  a  code  on  a  discretionary  basis  you're 
admitting  there  will  be  some  damage.  You're  also  admitting 
that  safety  is  lessened.  You  can't  change  structures 
constantly. 

His  committee  will  look  into  this.  You  can't  just  look  at 
lateral  force  levels  alone.  There  must  also  be  an  underlying 
policy  of  upgrading. 

What  is  public  policy  about  expectations  from  SIHSAC  and  CAC 
etc.?  SEAONC  subcommittee  doesn't  create  policy  but  defines 
problems  from  technical  point  of  view. 

JL:     Are  there  provisions  for  LA  -  details? 

SC:     Not  sure  yet. 

How  far  does  LA  go  into  detail?     His  impression  is  that  LA 
Code  doesn't  address  it  as  far  as  he  would. 

FW:  Force  level  in  codes^ increased  over  years  and  are  at  present 
levels  from  San  F*a«e-iec-o^  earthquake .  Don't  raise  force 
levels  but  look  at  ways  buildings  are  put  together  as  well 
as  how  they  bend  and  shake  in  earthquakes. 

Buildings  of  highest  importance     -  Hospitals,   Fire  Depts. 
Next  -  Buildings  for  public  assembly,   long  spans,  stadiums, 
theaters^ 

LA  codes  and  other  codes  are  based  on  occupancy.  That's 
what  the  force  level  is  pegged  on. 

Structural  engineers  have  an  arm  called  Applied  Technology 
Council.  They  put  up  a  new  method  where  more  money  can  be 
spent  on  new  construction.  But  upgrading  is  more  expensive. 
The  technical  issue  or  justification  says  use  lower  force 
levels  on  seismological  grounds  and  importance.  Other  than 
those,  engineers  can't  justify  setting  a  force  level, rbut 
they  can  tell  you  what  you  need  if  given  a  set  of 
objectives . 

It's  difficult  to  define  performance.  For  example  you  can 
decide  not  to  protect  property  but  will  try  to  save  lives. 
Yet,  life  safety  means  no  collapse.  Then,  how  do  you  define 
collapse.  Therefore,  there  is  no  justification  the 
engineers  can  come  up  with. 


When  owners  want  to  upgrade  buildings,  engineers  do  a 
seismological  study  and  relate  it  to  how  many  earthquakes  at 
what  levels,  cost  etc.  The  question  always  gets  back  to 
what  degree  of  risk  do  we  live  with.  Engineers  say  I  can 
help  you  with  whatever  level  of  risk  you  are  comfortable 
with. 

Responded  to  Fred's  comments  saying  that  the  situation  is 
not  as  hopeless  as  it  sounds.  "We  can  meet  in  the  middle. 
Policy's  perhaps  the  biggest  issue." 

The  LA  ordinance  set  difficult  criteria  but  also  an 
investigative  approach  that  is  accepted  on  face  value. 

The  ordinance  has  departed  from  practices  of  new 
construction  to  avoid  new  construction  being  done  so  as  to 
minimize  cost  impact.  Completeness  of  the  structural  system 
is  most  important.  Tying  floors  to  walls  is  very  important. 
This  increases  safety  tremendously. 

A  criteria  is  needed  beyond  -  to  anchor  walls  to  something 
else. 

How  much  would  this  increase  of  "tying"  cost?  How  much  is 
necessary?  These  are  important  questions.  Therefore, 
inspections  must  be  taken  more  seriously.  Engineers  must 
look  at  the  position  of  things  and  the  longitudinal  and 
lateral  forces.  Also,  what  criteria  is  there  for  wooden 
structures? 

This  approach  has  not  been  in  existence  for  long.  The 
Applied  Technology  Council  produced  a  report  -  Repair  of 
Hazardous  Buildings  -  wood  and  concrete  etc.  were  included 
too.  The  Committee  he  is  on  wants  to  include  all  these 
reports  as  well  as  looking  at  ABK  methodology.  That's  the 
source  LA  used.  Vor  example  draft  a  model  ordinance.  Still 
probably  1  to  3  years  away  from  completing  task. 

We     want  to  come  up  with  something  in  SIHSAC's  time  frame. 

The  schedule  is  Item  I  in  task  force  ^tomorrow.  In  his 
opinion  -  longest  schedule  proposed  so  far  is  two  years  from 
now. 

Spoke  about  an  instance  with  Dan  Shapiro  in  Oakland,  where 
it  was  decided  among  engineers  and  building  (UMB)  owners 
alike  that  life  safety  was  the  most  important  earthquake 
issue . 

Steel  frames  had  to  be  added  and     floors     were     covered  w 
plywood  as  part  of  the  restructuring     effort.     This  was  very 
different     than     simply     bolting  walls     to     floor.     So  some 
decisions  to  strengthen  building  are  made     on     a     level  less 
than  the  code  asks  for. 


SC:     If  a  commercial  enterprise  needs  to    upgrade  a  building  they 

must     follow    the     code.     The  City    doesn't    have     the  same 

justification.  The  city  is  trying  to  protect  people  from 
what  they  see  as  a  problem. 

JL:     We     can  go  through  SIHSAC  deliberation  and     try     to     find  a 
policy  we  can  start  with. 

SC:     Rod  says  we  can  come  up  with  a     short     formed  gross  criteria 
and  from  that  refine  it  with  additional  time7. 

SB:  Said  he  represented  the  non  technical  point  of  view. 
Landlords  don't  want  to  spend  money.  Chinatown  low  income 
people  say  let's  just  fix  the  buildings  but  with  as  little 
money  spent  as  possible,  i.e.  if  retrofitting  material  costs 
$150  per  foot  and  won't  make  much  difference  in  holding  the 
building  up  during  an  earthquake  why  bother  with 
retrofitting.  The  question  is  what  percentage  of  increased 
protection  will  each  retrofitting  technique  offer?  -  if  the 
ordinance  is  too  onerous  on  the  people  (building  "owners, 
tenants,  etc)  it  won't  happen.  Where  is  the  line  drawn 
between  safety  and  monetary  factors? 

JL:     Mentioned  policy  section  in  Mary  Camerio's  report. 

This  is  a  good  starting  point  for  the  next  discussion. 


Next  Meeting  -  We'll  wait  on  scheduling.  Will  get  back  to 
SEAONC  subcommittee  on  policy  issue. 


Recorded  by 
Bob  Brazeau 


C;ty  arid  County  of  San  Francisco 
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DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 

MAR  2  'J  1988 

SAN  FkANCisiCO 
PUBLIC  i  iroaov 


I.     Report  on  City  UMB  Task  Force  meeting  of  22  March   (Litehiser,  Lew) 


II.     Assess  present  position/role  of  SIHSAC  on  UMB  ordinance  development 


III.     Consider  report  from  the  Geotechnical  Subcommittee  (Power) 


IV.     Consider  letter  from  the  City  Attorney  on  implications  of  historic 
district  status  on  UMB * s   (copy  attached) 

V.     Report  on  proposed  ordinance   (Gonzales)    to  require  SIHSAC  to 

address  seismic  safety  of  buildings  10  or  more  stories  high  (Lew) 


VI.     Set  agenda  for  new  projects  for  SIHSAC 


VII.     Other  business 


Although  SIHSAC  members  have  been  meeting  as  members  of  the 
Citizens  Advisory  Committee  and  the  City  UMB  Task  Force,  it 
has  been  a  while  since  the  committee     has  had  a  meeting  of 
its  own.     We  don't  want  to  loose  or  submerge  our  identity 
to  the  " johnny-come-latelies"  -  SIHSAC  has  a  role  and 
mandate  that  extends  beyond  the  UMB  focus.     Please  make  an 
effort  to  attend  this  meeting! 


fl/ 


(415) 


San  Francisco  94  i  or 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco: 


Office  of  City  Attorney 


Louise  H.  Renne, 
City  Attorney 


January  12,  1988 


Mr.  Rudolf  Nothenberg 

Chief  Administrative  Officer 

City  Hall,  Room  289 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Dear  Mr.  Nothenberg: 

You  have  inquired  as  to  the  implications  of  requiring 
seismic  retrofitting  of  unreinforced  masonry  buildings  located  in 
an  historic  district.     As  discussed  more  fully  below,   the  City 
codes  governing  historic  districts  contain  an  exemption  for 
buildings  declared  unsafe  by  either  the  Superintendent  of  the 
Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  ("BBI")  or  Bureau  of  Fire  Prevention 
and  Public  Safety  ("Fire  Department").     The  exemption  provides 
that  any  work  determined  necessary  (including  demolition)  to 
correct  the  unsafe  condition  may  be  performed  without  regard  to 
the  preservation  ordinance.     If  neither  BBI  nor  the  Fire 
Department  had  a  policy  whereby  unreinforced  masonry  buildings 
were  declared  unsafe,   then  seismic  retrofitting  could  only  proceed 
after  compliance  with  either  City  Planning  Code  Article  10 
(Historic  Districts)  or  Article  11  (Preservation  of  Buildings  and 
Districts  of  Architectural,  Historical,   and  Aesthetic  Importance 
in  C-3  Districts).     An  ordinance  requiring  retrofitting  could  also 
amend  Article  10  or  11  to  specify  whether  the  exemption  should 
apply. 

If  applicable,  Article  10  would  require  public  hearings  by 
the  Landmarks  Board  and  the  Planning  Commission.     The  City  must 
issue  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  before  work  can  proceed. 
The  City  can  suspend  action  on  applications  for  such  certificates 
for  90  to  360  days  in  order  to  explore  alternatives  to  the  work 
proposed.     The  City  can  either  approve  or  disapprove  applications 
for  authorization  to  alter  buildings  in  historic  districts,  but 
can  only- approve- or  delay  such  applications  for  demolitions. 


City  Planning  Code,  Article  10,  entitled  "Preservation  of 
Historical,  Architectural  and  Aesthetic  Landmarks,"  governs  the 
issuance  of  building  permits  for  buildings  located  within  historic 
districts.     Your  letter  referenced  the  proposed  designation  of  the 
Chinatown  Historic  District  as  the  principal  concern;  that 
designation,    if  adopted,   would  bring  Chinatown  within  the 


Exemption  for  Unsafe  or  Dangerous  Conditions 


(415)  864-1952 


214  Van  Ness  Avenue 


San  Francisco  94  102-4574 


Rudolf  Nothenberg 
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provisions  of  Article  10.     Those  provisions  are  discussed  here. 
City  Planning  Code  Article  11,  which  governs  historic  preservation 
in  the  C-3  downtown  commercial  district,  will  not  be  discussed  in 
detail.     However,  please  note  that  Sections  1112.7(3)   and  1116.0 
do  provide  exceptions  for  unsafe  buildings  or  conditions. 

Article  10,  Section  1007  provides: 

None  of  the  provisions  of  this  Article  10  shall  be 
construed  to  prevent  any  measures  of  construction, 
alteration,  or  demolition  necessary  to  correct  the 
unsafe  or  dangerous  condition  of  any  structure  .  . 
.  Where  such  condition  has  been  declared  unsafe  or 
dangerous  by  the  Superintendent  of  the  Bureau  of 
Building  Inspection  or  the  Chief  of  Fire 
Prevention  and  Public  Safety,   and  where  such 
measures  have  been  declared  necessary,   by  such 
official,   to  correct  the  said  condition.    .    .  . 

Current  City  policy  does  not  hold  that  unreinforced  masonry 
buildings  are  per  se  unsafe  or  dangerous.     I  presume  that  BBI  and 
the  Fire  Department  look  at  each  application  on  a  case  by  case 
basis.     A  proposed  ordinance  requiring  such  seismic  upgrading  can 
include  proposed  amendments  to  Article  10  specifically  authorizing 
or  prohibiting  an  exemption  for  seismic  safety  improvements. 

The  letter  from  the  Board  of  Supervisors  attached  to  your 
inquiry  also  requested  an  opinion  as  to  the  implications  of  an 
historic  district  designation  if  a  major  earthquake  occurred  prior 
to  completion  of  the  seismic  retrofitting  program.     Under  those 
circumstances,  Article  10,  §1005(d)(3)  provides  that  permit 
applications  shall  be  processed  without  further  reference  to 
Article  10: 

When  the  application  is  for  a  permit  to  do 
ordinary  maintenance  and  repairs  only.  For 
purposes  of  this  Article  10,    "ordinary  maintenance 
and  repairs"  shall  mean  any  work,   the  sole  purpose 
and  effect  of  which  is  to  correct  deterioration, 
decay  or  damage,   including  repair  of  damage  caused 
by  fire  or  other  disaster.      (Emphasis  added.) 

Therefore,    after  a  major  earthquake  necessary  demolitions, 
reconstructions  or  alterations  can  occur  without   regard  to  the 
historic  district  designation. 
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Procedures  for  Obtaining  Certificate  of  Appropriateness 

Exterior  alterations,  or  demolition,   of  buildings  in 
historic  districts  which  are  not  declared  to  be  unsafe  due  to  the 
lack  of  seismic  reinforcement  would  be  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  Article  10.     Article  10  applies  to  work  for  which  a  permit  is 
reguired,  excepting  permits  for  interior  alterations  of  private 
buildings.     (See  §1005 . (e) (3) . )     If  seismic  retrofitting  only 
reguired  interior  alterations,  with  no  change  to  the  exterior 
facade,   the  work  may  be  exempt  from  Article  10. 

Lois  Scott  of  the  City  Planning  Department  informed  me  that, 
according  to  Mary  Comerio,  very  few  of  the  upgraded  UMB ' s  in  Los 
Angeles  were  located  in  historic  districts.     However,   she  did  note 
that  metal  pieces  used  in  the  interior  bracing  work  were  visible 
on  exterior  facades,   although   the  appearance  of  the  buildings  were 
not  altered  significantly  as  a  result.     Assuming  that  the  same 
level  of  seismic  retrofitting  work  were  reguired  here,  the 
provisions  of  Article  10  applicable  to  both  exterior  alterations 
and  demolitions  are  relevant. 

Article  10  reguires  that  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  be 
approved  prior  to  issuance  of  any  building  permit.  Applications 
for  certificates  must  be  reviewed  by  the  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board  and  the  City  Planning  Commission.     The  Planning 
Commission's  decision  to  approve  or  disapprove  the  application  may 
be  appealed  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.     Different  rules  apply  to 
landmark  buildings  than  to  buildings  merely  located  within  an 
historic  district. 

Essentially,   the  Planning  Commission  has  authority  to 
approve  or  disapprove  applications  for  construction  or 
alteration.     (§1006  .  6 ( a)  . )     However,   the  Commission  may  only  delay 
action  on,  or  approve,   an  application  for  removal  or  demolition. 
The  period  of  delay  authorized  ranges  from  90  days  to  360  days. 
Again,   the  seismic  retrofit  ordinance  can  include  amendments  to 
Article  10  to  remedy  any  perceived  inconsistency  or  problem. 

Supervisor  Molinari  has  reguested  legislation  that  would 
amend  Article  10  in  several  significant  ways.     That  legislation 
— has  not  yet  "been  finalTzed,  but  you  should  note  that,    if  adopted, 
those  amendments  would  alter  the  response  given  to  your  Inquiry. 

I  have  also  enclosed  a  number  of  newspaper  clippings 
forwarded  to  me  by  Lois  Scott  regarding  the  availability  of 
Federal  tax  credits  for  rehabilitation  of  historic  buildings. 
These  tax  credits  may  be  available  to  building  owners  in  Chinatown 
if  the  historic  district  is  approved. 
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If  you  have  further  questions,  you  can  contact  me  at 
864-1952. 

Sincerely, 

LOUISE  H.  RENNE 
City  Attorney 

NOREEN  AMBROSE 
Deputy  City  Attorney 


NA:gfc 
cc:     Joan  Lubamersky 

S  3  9  9  j 


One  Market  Plaza 
Spear  Street:  Tower,  Suite  717 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
(415)  957-9557 


GEO  MATRIX 


MEMORANDUM 


DATE: 


March  7,  1988 


TO: 


Dan  Shapiro 
Frank  Lew 


FROM: 


Maury  Power  s&rlf^ 


SUBJECT:     SIHSAC  Geo technical  Subcommittee  Report 
on  the  Influence  of  Soil  Conditions 
on  the  Program  for  Strengthening  UMB's 

Enclosed  is  the  SIHSAC  geotechnical  subcommittee  report  on  the  influence  of 
soil  conditions  on  the  program  for  strengthening  UMB's.     In  addition  to  the 
committee's  evaluations,  we  sought  review  of  a  draft  version  of  the  report 
from  other  selected  individuals  who  are  interested  in  and  knowledgeable  of 
the  specific  topic,  namely  Sol  Cooper,  Chuck  Thiel,  Roger  Borcherdt,  Jeanne 
Perkins,  and  yourselves.     Essentially,  the  committee  members  and  reviewers, 
while  representing  a  range  of  viewpoints  on  the  exact  influence  of  soil 
conditions  on  earthquake  ground  shaking  and  damage  potential,  felt  that  the 
approach  suggested  in  the  report  was  a  reasonable  and  appropriate  approach 
for  incorporating  the  influence  of  soil  conditions  in  the  UMB  strengthening 
program. 

Unless  additional  input  is  received  by  our  committee,  our  work  on  this  task 
is  complete,  and  the  report  is  ready  for  presentation  to  the  full  SIHSAC. 
Please  call  if  you  have  any  questions  or  would  like  to  discuss  any  aspect  of 
the  report. 


cc:     SIHSAC  Geotechnical  Subcommittee  members  (J.  Crosby,  P.  Kaldveer. 
J.  Litehiser,  R.  Nason) 
S.  Cooper,  C.  Thiel,  R.  Borcherdt,  J.  Perkins 


MP/ajd 


Geomatrix  Consultants,  Inc. 

Consulting  Engineers  and  Eartli  Scientists 
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DISCUSSION  OF  INFLUENCE  OF  SOIL  CONDITIONS  ON  THE 
PROGRAM  FOR  STRENGTHENING  UMB'S 


Introduction 

This  report,  prepared  by  the  members  of  the  geotechnical  subcommittee  of 
SIHSAC  (J.  Crosby,  P.  Kaldveer,  J.  Litehiser,  R.  Nason,  and  M.  Power) , 
discusses  the  influence  of  soil  conditions  on  the  program  for  strengthening 
UMB's  in  San  Francisco.    After  presentation  and  discussion  of  certain  data 
and  information,  suggestions  are  provided  in  the  last  section  of  this  report 
as  to  how  the  influence  of  soil  conditions  can  be  incorporated  in  the  UMB 
strengthening  programs. 

Distribution  of  UMB's  on  Different  Soil  Conditions  Within  the  City 

The  attached  Table  1  summarizes  the  number  of  UMB's  of  various  heights  on 
different  geologic  conditions.    This  table  was  furnished  by  Frank  Lew  and  is 
based  on  the  integration  of  BBI's  computerized  data  base  of  UMB's  with 
ABAG's  computerized  data  base  of  geologic  conditions  and  geologic  hazards 
mapping  (Ref.  1)  for  the  Bay  Area. 

The  first  column  in  the  table,  entitled  "geology  code",  refers  to 
susceptibility  to  ground  shaking  categories,  as  compiled  by  ABAG  from 
previously  published  U.S.  Geological  Survey  materials  for  different  soil 
conditions.     These  categories  range  from  "very  low  susceptibility"  for  code 
1  to  "extremely  high  susceptibility"  for  code  9.    The  actual  soil  conditions 
for  these  different  categories,  as  assembled  by  ABAG,  are: 

Soil  Conditions 
Bedrock  Units 

Colmn  formation  (older,  donso 
sand  deposits) 


Geology  Code 
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DISCUSSION  OF  INFLUENCE  OF  SOIL  CONDITIONS  ON  THE 
 PROGRAM  FOR  STRENGTHENING  UMB'S 


Introduction 

This  report,  prepared  by  the  members  of  the  geotechnical  subcommittee  of 
SIHSAC  (J.  Crosby,  P.  Kaldveer,  J.  Litehiser,  R.  Nason,  and  M.  Power) , 
discusses  the  influence  of  soil  conditions  on  the  program  for  strengthening 
UMB's  in  San  Francisco.    After  presentation  and  discussion  of  certain  data 
and  information,  suggestions  are  provided  in  the  last  section  of  this  report 
as  to  how  the  influence  of  soil  conditions  can  be  incorporated  in  the  UMB 
strengthening  programs. 

Distribution  of  UMB's  on  Different  Soil  Conditions  Within  the  City 

The  attached  Table  1  summarizes  the  number  of  UMB's  of  various  heights  on 
different  geologic  conditions.    This  table  was  furnished  by  Frank  Lew  and  is 
based  on  the  integration  of  BBI's  computerized  data  base  of  UMB's  with 
ABAG's  computerized  data  base  of  geologic  conditions  and  geologic  hazards 
mapping  (Ref .  1)  for  the  Bay  Area. 

The  first  column  in  the  table,  entitled  "geology  code",  refers  to 
susceptibility  to  ground  shaking  categories,  as  compiled  by  ABAG  from 
previously  published  U.S.  Geological  Survey  materials  for  different  soil 
conditions.    These  categories  range  from  "very  low  susceptibility"  for  code 
1  to  "extremely  high  susceptibility"  for  code  9.    The  actual  soil  conditions 
for  these  different  categories,  as  assembled  by  ABAG,  are: 


Geology  Code 


Soil  Conditions 


1-4 


Bedrock  Units 


5 


Colraa  formation  (older,  dense 
sand  deposits) 
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Correlation  of  Damage  of  UMB's  with  Soil  Conditions  During  the  1906 
Earthquake 

R.  Nason  has  performed  research  on  the  performance  of  brick  buildings  in  San 
Francisco  during  the  1906  earthquake  (Ref .  2) .    This  research  did  not 
indicate  a  strong  correlation  between  damage  to  brick  buildings  and  subsoil 
conditions.     Specifically,  Nason  found  that  damage  to  brick  buildings  was 
not  greater  in  the  areas  of  ground  failure  (which  were  generally  areas 
underlain  by  fill  and  Bay  Mud,  geology  codes  8  and  9  as  referred  to  above) 
than  in  other  parts  of  the  city,  except  bedrock. 

Effect  of  Soil  Conditions  on  Ground  Shaking  Hazard  to  UMB's 

A  current  "consensus"  professional  viewpoint  on  the  influence  of  soil 
conditions  on  the  ground  shaking  is  reflected  in  the  current  lateral  force 
provisions  of  SEAOC  (Ref.  3)  and  the  UBC  (Ref.  k) .     These  provisions  relate 
the  "C"  factor  part  of  the  lateral  force  equation  to  the  subsurface  soil 
category  (SI,  S2,  S3t  or  S4  as  described  above)  and  building  period.  The 
relationship  is  shown  in  Figure  1,  from  which  it  can  be  seen  that: 

(a)  For  relatively  rigid  buildings  having  periods  of  vibration  less 
than  0.3  seconds,  all  buildings  are  designed  for  the  maximum 
lateral  force  coefficient,  regardless  of  soil  type;  and 

(b)  For  more  flexible  buildings  having  a  period  of  vibration  greater 
than  0.3  seconds,  the  lateral  force  coefficient  depends  on  period 
and  soil  type,  being  higher  for  softer  soils. 
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Effect  of  Soil  Conditions  on  Ground  Failure  Hazard  to  UMB's 

The  ground  failure  hazard  is  mainly  one  of  liquefaction  of  loose  sandy  fills 
below  the  water  table  and  associated  settlement  and  lateral  spreading.  As 
evidenced  by  the  occurrence  of  ground  failure  in  San  Francisco  during  the 
1906  earthquake  (Refs.  5  and  6),  there  is  clearly  a  substantially  greater 
hazard  of  ground  failure  in  areas  of  geology  code  9  and  possibly  code  8  than 
in  other  parts  of  the  City. 

Conclusions  with  Regard  to  Incorporation  of  Influence  of  Soil  Conditions  on 
UMB  Strengthening  Program 

It  is  suggested  that  the  incorporation  of  soil  effects  on  ground  shaking  be 
similar,  or  parallel,  to  the  current  lateral  force  provisions  of  SEAOC 
(Ref.  3)  and  the  UBC  (Ref.  4).     For  those  UMB's  low  enough  in  height  to  be 
regarded  as  relatively  rigid  (periods  less  than  0.3  seconds),  these 
provisions  would  indicate  a  maximum,  or  ceiling,  lateral  force  coefficient 
that  is  independent  of  subsurface  soil  conditions.     For  UMB's  regarded  as 
more  flexible  (if  any) ,     the  relative  influence  of  soil  conditions  on 
lateral  force  coefficient  would  correspond  to  that  depicted  in  Figure  1.  It 
may  be  noted  that  the  ordinates  of  the  lateral  force  curves  for  soil 
categories  S2,  S3,  and  S4  in  Figure  1  are,  respectively,  factors  of  1.2, 
1.5,  and  2  times  the  ordinate  of  the  curve  for  soil  and  rock  category  SI. 

The  ground  failure  hazard  poses  an  additional  risk  to  a  small  percentage  of 
UMB's  in  San  Francisco  (some  percentage  of  the  buildings  in  areas  of  geology 
codes  8  and  9).     However,  it  is  problematical  whether  this  hazard  sho 
specifically  addressed  in  a  strengthening  program  for  UMB's  because  t 
hazard  in  areas  of  the  City  having  a  high  ground  failure  potential  is  not 
necessarily  any  greater  to  UMB's  than  to  other  types  of  building 
construction.     It  is  suggested  that  owners  of  UMB's  located  in  arras  of  high 
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ground  failure  potential  be  advised  of  that  potential  hazard  so  that  they 
can,  if  desired,  conduct  a  site-specific  evaluation  of  the  hazard,  in 
addition  to  providing  the  required  strengthening  for  the  ground  shaking 
hazard. 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco         Seismic  Investigation  and  Hazards 

Survey  Advisory  Committee 


In  attendance  were: 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 
Minutes  of  28  March  1988  Meeting  p,pH  \  4  1S38 
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Members:       Mel  Caramisa,  Peter  Kaldveer,  Pete  Kellam,  Joe  Litehiser,  Maury 
Power,  Bob  Nason,  Herm  Spaeth,  Dan  Shapiro 

Ex-Officio:  Tom  Jenkin,  Frank  Lew,  Frank  Moss 

Guests:         Bob  Brazeau  (New  Quake  Research),  Bill  Fuller  (Vickers  Core 

Drilling) , Gladys  Hansen  &  Richard  Hansen  (SF  EQ  Research  Project), 
Larry  Howell  (Vickers),  Joe  Koonin  (Wells  Fargo),  Herb  Kramer 
(Vickers),  Reihhard  Ludke  (SEAONC) ,  Paula  Schulz  (BAREPP) 


Meeting  was  called  to  order  by  Chairman  Shapiro  at  5:50  PM. 


Minutes  of  November  1987  meeting  had  not  been  sent  to  members.  Joe  Litehiser 
will  work  up  a  set  based  on  his  notes,  and  these  will  be  sent  out  with  the  28 
March  minutes. 

Dan  Shapiro  summarized  SIHSAC's  participation  in  the  UMB  ordinance  process  to 
date,  which  consists  primarily  of  members  attending  the  3  subcommittees  of  the 
Citizens  Advisory  Committee.    Dan  sees  one  role  of  members  is  to  'infiltrate' 
the  other  groups  to  give  them  the  benefit  of  our  experiences/knowledge.  He 
opined  that  there  is  a  need  for  more  non-SIHSAC  participation  in  the  CAC.  The 
problem  will  increase  if  the  present  rate  of  (non) progress  continues  and  more 
public  members  lose  interest. 

Frank  Lew  and  Joe  Litehiser  gave  an  account  of  the  22  March  meeting  of  the 
City's  Task  Force  on  UMB.     The  Structural  Engineers  Association  of  Northern 
California  (SEAONC)  has  concluded  that  it  should  not  take  the  primary  role  in 
drafting  an  UMB  retrofit  ordinance.     This  message  was  given  to  the  Task  Force 
at  the  meeting  by  a  contingent  from  SEAONC  consisting  of  Bill  Holmes,  Nick 
Forell  and  Sol  Cooper  -  respectively,  president,  president-elect,  and  UMB  Ad 
Hoc  Committee  chairman.     Some  background  information  on  this  development: 

-  SEAONC  created  the  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  SF  UMB's  when  the  City  asked  it  tor 
help  to  develop  a  retrofit  ordinance  and  program.     The  City  had  in  mind  a 
role  similar  to  tnat  played  by  the  Hazardous  buildings  Committee  Of  the 
Structural  Engineers  Association  of  Southern  Cuiirornia  (SEAOSCJ  on  the  Los 
Angeles  ordinance  and  program.     SEAOSC  was  actively  involved  in  writing  the 
ordinance  and  developing  acceptable  mitigation  criteria,  and  continue!  to 
be  involved  in  monitoring  ana  advisory  roles  as  the  abatement  program  is 
being  implemented. 
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-  The  Ad  Hoc  committee  early  on  reviewed  the  L.A.  ordinance,  and  began  a  1  cut- 
and-paste'  effort  to  improve  and  adapt  it  for  use  in  San  Francisco.  The 
committee  chairman,  who  has  attended  meetings  of  the  CAC  Technical 
Subcommittee,  had  on  several  occasions  mentioned  to  the  subcommittee  that 
his  committee  may  have  a  draft  ordinance  developed  'in  a  few  months'. 

-  The  Ad  Hoc  committee  subsequently  encountered  difficulties.    It  was  well 
aware  that  the  final  form  of  any  ordinance  may  be  shaped  just  as  much  by 
non-technical  as  by  technical  issues,  and  it  tried  to  be  'realistic'  in  its 
proposals.    The  committee  bogged  down  over  the  question  of  'how  safe  is 
safe  enough  in  retrofit  work'  -  a  decidedly  non-technical  issue.    One  may 
argue  that  this  question  was  answered  by  the  LA  ordinance,  and  by  the  other 
model  ordinances  which  are  derivative  from  that  ordinance.    But  that  is  not 
entirely  true.    The  LA  ordinance  was  not  entirely  driven  by  technical 
considerations,  but  reflects  compromises  and  accomodations  to  community 
needs  just  as  will  the  SF  ordinance.    The  LA  process  also  took  several 
years  to  pass  and  even  today  is  still  influenced  by  non-technical  concerns 
-  witness  the  recent  acceptance  of  a  less  expensive  retrofit  method  (the 
ABK  RGA)  as  a  substitute  for  the  original  Division  88  requirements. 

-  From  a  technical  perspective,  the  LA  ordinance  is  inconsistent  with  the 
position  taken  by  the  Structural  Engineers  Association  of  California  (in 
which  SEAONC  and  SEAOSC  are  members) .    SEAOC  has  promulgated  minimum 
seismic  standards  for  buildings  based  on  technical  considerations  (which 
are  much  more  stringent  than  the  LA  retrofit  ordinance) .    These  standards 
have  been  adopted  by  the  model  codes  and  are  used  throughout  the  land, 
giving  SEAOC  preeminence  and  credibility  on  seismic  issues.    The  committee 
is  not  comfortable  with  recommending  a  reduction  from  these  minimum  safety 
standards  because  there  is  no  technical  basis  for  doing  so,  and  members  are 
just  laymen  on  non-technical  issues,  with  no  particular  expertise  to  hold 
forth  on  them.    If  a  decision  is  made  to  use  a  lower  standard,  such  as 
LA's,  for  non-technical  reasons,  SEAONC  would  understand  and  accept  the 
decision.    It  is  wilLing  to  work  on  refining  the  LA  ordinance  if  a  decision 
is  made  to  use  it.    But  SEAONC  cannot  recommend  it. 

-  The  Ad  Hoc  committee  has  been  working  to  develop  estimates  of  expected 
damage  corresponding  to  different  levels  of  retrofit  upgrading  (damage 
levels  and  life  safety  are  assumed  to  have  an  inverse  relationship, 
■although  the  statistics  from  Coalinga  and  Whittier  do  not  validate  this 
assumption).    There  is  a  paucity  of  data  to  work  with,  and  progress  will  be 
slow.    However,  the  committee  feels  this  work  holds  the  best  prospect  for 
it  to  make  a  contribution.    Given  such  estimates,  policy  makers  then  can 
then  decide  on  how  safe  is  safe  enough  and  still  affordable. 

The  Task  Force  had  little  choice  but  to  accept  this  decision,  and  'released' 
SEAONC  from  drafting  an  ordinance.    SEAONC  was  asked  to  work  diligently  on 
developing  the  damage  vs  upgrade  estimates. 

An  environmental  impact  report  will  be  required  for  any  retrofit  ordinance. 
The  Department  of  City  Planning  will  have  to  take  the  lead  on  the  EIR.  Stall 
resources  and  funding  will  be  significant  problems  -  it  will  take  $300  to  400 
thousand  and  6  to  9  months  to  complete.    Explorations  are  underway  on  how  to 
fund  it.     A  complication  exists  in  that  the  impacts  cannot  be  estimated  until 
the  level  of  upgrading  is  established,  and  this  is  unlikely  to  happen   my  <  s  ■■ 
soon.    In  order  for  the  EIR  process  to  proceed  as  soon  as  funding  is  secured, 
the  Task  Force  decided  that  the  EIR  will  examine  several  options,  ranging  trom 


a  'no-ordinance*  scenerio,  to  Section  104. F  level  upgrade  at  the  high  end.  The 
final  selection  is  assumed  to  fall  within  these  limits.      This  strategy  will, 
of  course,  add  to  the  work  for  the  EIR. 

Dan  Shapiro  opined  that  City  staff  has  the  capability  to  develop  a  draft 
ordinance.    Staff  wrote  the  building  code,  and  this  ordinance  would  likely  be 
just  another  chapter  added  to  the  code.    Frank  Lew  acknowledged  Dan's  view  has 
some  merit,  and  he  will  discuss  it  with  other  City  officials.    He  said  that, 
politically,  it  is  more  desirable  for  a  draft  to  come  from  a  public  group  than 
from  the  bureaucracy,  but  with  the  slow  progress  to  date,  this  disadvantage 
may  be  offset  by  the  risk  of  losing  the  interest  of  the  public  members  if 
something  is  not  put  on  the  table  soon  for  discussion.    Frank  cautioned  that 
the  Ad  Hoc  committee  progress  may  be  slow  -  the  best  prospect  appears  to  be 
based  on  the  work  of  Chuck  Thiel  and  Ted  Zsutty,  but  that  work  has  not  been 
peer  reviewed,  and  its  unlikely  to  be  endorsed  by  SEAONC  until  that  occurs. 

Maury  Power  synopsied  the  report  of  the  Geotechnical  Subcommittee.  The 
recommendations  basically  parallel  the  1988  UBC  procedure.  The 
appropriateness  may  be  debated,  but  it  does  reflect  the  professional  consensus 
at  this  time.    Basically,  for  short  period,  relatively  rigid  buildings,  there 
would  be  no  soil  factor  applied,  with  a  caveat  that  the  engineer  should  give 
consideration  to  soil  factors  if  he  has  site-specific  knowledge  that  would 
make  it  appropriate  to  do  so.     It  was  pointed  out  that  page  2  of  the  report 
was  missing  from  the  copies  sent  to  members.    Maury  outlined  the  contents  of 
that  page.    It  was  moved  that  SIHSAC  adopt  the  report.    Motion  carried 
unanimously.     (Lew  to  include  copy  of  page  2  with  the  minutes) . 

Frank  Lew  discussed  the  issue  of  historic  district  status  on  UMB's.    The  City 
Attorney  has  researched  the  City's  Planning  and  Building  Codes,  and  opined 
that: 

-  In  the  absence  of  a  City  finding  that  a  building  contains  an  unsafe 
condition  that  must  be  corrected,  all  work  that  affects  the  exterior 
appearance  of  a  building  in  an  historic  district  is  subject  to  review  by 
the  Landmarks  Board  and  Planning  Commission.    Approval,  in  the  form  of  a 
Certificate  of  Appropriateness,  must  be  given  before  a  building  permit  can 
be  issued.    Work  performed  within  a  building,  and  which  does  not  have  an 
impact  on  the  exterior  appearance,  are  exempt. 

-  If  a  seismic  retrofit  ordinance  declares  that  UMB's  are  unsafe  buildings  per 
se,  then  the  above  review  and  approval  are  not  required  for  permits  to 
perform  retrofit  work. 

-  "Ordinary  maintenance  and  repairs"  are  also  exempt  from  review  and  approval. 
The  City  Attorney  has  interpreted  this  phrase  to  include  work  to  correct 
deterioration,  decay  or  damage,  including  repair  of  damage  caused  by  fire 
or  other  disaster  (i.e.  earthquakes). 

Frank  Lew  commented  that  it  is  likely  most  retrofit  work  can  be  confined  to 
the  interior  of  buildings,  and  be  exempt.    Even  when  the  design  calls  tor 
steel  braces  which  are  visible  from  the  outside  through  windows,  it  is  likely 
to  be  acceptable  to  the  Planning  Commission  -  he  recalled  several  buildings 
which  have  historic  status  and  were  retrofited  in  this  manner  to  comply  with 
Sec.  104. F,  and  no  issue  was  raised  over  the  appearance  ot  the  bracei. 


Frank  Lew  briefly  discussed  two  proposed  ordinancess  that  involve  SIHSAC.  One 
would  modifiy  the  charge  to  the  committee  by  adding  a  specific  directive  for 
it  to  research  and  develop  earthquake  preparedness  and  safety  plans 
specifically  for  buildings  of  ten  stories  or  more.    Frank  talked  with 
Supervisor  Gonzales  on  this,  and  pointed  out  that  the  existing  language  gives 
the  committee  the  lattitude  and  responsibility  to  do  this.    The  supervisor 
still  wanted  to  follow  through  with  the  ordinance.    The  supervisor  also  wanted 
an  ordinance  that  would  require  all  building  owners  to  develop,  implement  and 
exercise  an  earthquake  response/evacuation  plan  for  their  buildings. 
Serendipitously ,  Herm  Spaeth's  Fire  Subcommittee  previously  had  developed  just 
such  a  plan  and  submitted  it  to  the  Fire  Department.    That  work  has  now  been 
formatted  into  language  for  inclusion  in  the  Fire  Code,  and  introduced  as  an 
ordinance.    Both  ordinances  are  in  a  Board  of  Supervisors  committee  awaiting 
hearings,  and  are  expected  to  become  law. 

Dan  Shapiro  asked  for  suggestions  for  new  projects  for  SIHSAC.    Joe  Litehiser 
suggested  a  review  of  the  Seismic  Safety  Element  of  the  City's  General  Plan, 
and  possible  updating  of  it.    Also  a  review  of  the  Blume  report  that  formed 
the  basis  for  the  current  element.    Joe  Koonin  suggested  a  focus  on  the 
problems  of  power  interruptions  on  business.    Timely  restoration  of  .power  is 
vital  to  many  businesses,  such  as  banking,  which  rely  heavily  on  computers. 
Tom  Jenkin  said  this  issue  is  already  drawing  attention,  and  a  conference  on 
it  will  take  place  in  the  near  future.    Bob  Nason  suggested  a  look  at  older 
concrete  buildings.    Pete  Kellam  suggested  that  we  'finish  what  we've  started' 
before  tackling  new  projects. 

Frank  Lew  alerted  the  committee  to  State  Proposition  77  on  this  June's  ballot. 
This  bond  issue  would  authorize  $80  million  of  GO  bonds  to  be  sold  to  provide 
loans  for  seismic  retrofit  work  on  residential  UMB's.    The  program  would  be 
administered  by  the  State  Housing  &  Community  Development  Dept.    The  CAO,  the 
UMB  Task  Force  and  Speaker  Willie  Brown's  office  worked  hard  to  get  this  on 
the  ballot  (although  this  amount  is  much  less  we  had  originally  proposed) . 
Vote  for  it! 

Meeting  adjourned  7:25  PM. 


Minutes  by  Frank  Lew 


